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Current Topics. 


The Demand for More Judges. 

THE NECESSITY for the appointment of additional judges in 
the King’s Bench Division has been strongly emphasized by Mr. 
Justice JELF in his recent charge to the grand jury at the 
Stafford Assizes. Coming so closely after the pronouncement 
of the Lord Chief Justice to the same effect, it ought to have 
no little weight in securing that the Common Law Bench shall 
be adequately manned. Apparently the pressure of work of 
which Mr. Justice JELF complained is due to the insufficient 
time allowed on circuit. Whether in the particular case this was 
connected with the attempt to secure as much judicial power as 
possible for London business we do not know, and of course, 
whatever arrangements are made, the uncertainty of business 
renders it almost inevitable that there should be occasicnal 
pressure on circuit. But the learned judge’s remarks were not 
intended to deal with an occasional instance, but with the strain 
under which judicial work in the present circumstances has 
frequently to be done. Unless proper time is allowed for the 
assize work a judge may, as in Mr. Justice JEL¥’S case, have a full 
day at one town, and then, on arriving late at night at the next 
be obliged to go through the depositions so as to be ready 
for the opening of the assizes on the following day. So far from 
time being wasted on circuit, it appears that sufficient time is not 
allowed for doing the business consistently with the health of the 
judges and the interests of those who are concerned either as 
accused persons or as litigants. Too often the question of 
additional judicial force is discussed on the footing that the 
present occupants of the bench havean easy time. This is not the 
opinion of Mr. Justice JELF, and no one will imagine that he 
would make a complaint unless there was substantial ground for 
it. 

Taxation of Bill After Payment. 

THE DECISION of Joycr, J., in Re W. 7. Massey and Others 
(ante, p. 50) recalls the singular state of the law as to disburse- 
ments in a solicitor’s bill which was revealed in Sadd v. Griffin 
(1908, 2 K. B. 510), and was to a certain extent remedied by 
R. 8. C. ord. 65, r. 27, sub-rule 29a of 1909. The decision in 


the latter case was that to enable disbursements to be included in 
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a solicitor’s bill for the purpose of taxation they must have been | within the ordinary kinds of minerals, is nevertheless to be treated 
as a mineral in construing Acts of Parliament and deeds, is illus. 


actually paid before the bill was delivered. Moreover, where the 
bill has once been delivered, alterations in it are not permitted. 
The bill to be taxed is the bill as originally sent in, and not as 
amended: Je 7hompson (30 Ch. D., p. 448). Under the new rule 


29a it is sufficient if the bill states as to any particular disburse- | 


ments that they have not been paid, and they may then be 
allowed on taxation if they are actually paid before the 
commencement of the proceedings in which the taxation takes 
place. In the present case solicitors had, prior to Sadd vy. 
Griffin, delivered bills containing items of disbursements for 
counsels’ fees and printing which had not then been paid. 
Negotiations took place as to the amount of the bills, and 
certain reductions were effected. Ultimately, though not till 
after a good deal of trouble, the amount of the reduced 
bill was paid, and subsequently, but within twelve months, the 
clients took proceedings to procure taxation. These being taken 
after payment, it was necessary under section 41 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1843, to allege special circumstances, and among the special 
circumstances was the fact that the clients were not aware of the 
law as to disbursements until it was revealed by Sadd v. Griffin. 
Not unnaturally Joyce, J., declined to allow that this consti- 
tuted a special circumstance under the section. ‘The decision in 
Sadd v. Griffin, he pointed out, did not alter the law, and it was 
not a special circumstance that the clients did not know the law 
until it was exemplified in Sadd v. Griffin. The clients, indeed, 
offered in any event to give credit for the disbursements, but 
apparently this would have left the solicitors liable for the costs 
of the taxation, and the learned judge declined to allow the bill 
to be re-opened. 


Attachment of Officer’s Pension Before He has 
Received It. 

THE DIFFICULTIES in the way of obtaining execution against the 
pay or income of a retired officer in his Majesty’s service are 
illustrated by the case of Jones v. Coventry, decided by the 
Divisional Court (DARLING and JELF, JJ.) in July last. The 
defendant, who was a retired officer of the Army, was entitled to 
retired pay in respect of past services. The retired pay was 


had to be filled up and signed by the defendant, which contained 


| trated by the decision of the House of Lords on Monday last in 
| North British Railway Co..v. Birdhill Coal and Sandstone 
| Co. (Times, 16th inst.). The question arose on the statutory 
reservation of minerals contained in section 70 of the Railway 
| Clauses (Scotland) Act, 1845, which is identical with section 77 
| of the corresponding English Act. ‘The effect of these sections is 
| that “any mines of coal, ironstone, slate, or other minerals” are 
| excepted out of statutory conveyances of land to railway com- 
| panies. Their value is not included in the purchase price, and no 
question of purchasing them arises until the owner requires to 
| work them. When this happens he gives notice to the railway 
| company, who must thereupon elect whether to purchase the 
minerals or put up with the risk of subsidence. In applying the 
phrase “ other minerals” it is necessary to adopt some test of 
what isa mineral. In /Hezt v. Gill (7 Ch. 699), Metiisu, L.J., 
considered that tte authorities warranted the test of profitable 
use: “A reservation of minerals includes every substance which 
can be got from underneath the surface of the earth for the pur- 
pose of profit, unless there is something in the context or in the 
nature of the transaction to induce the court to give it a more 
limited meaning.” For some years, accordingly, this test held the 
| field, but in the same case, JAMES, L.J., suggested that “ the 
correct course would be to abstain from any test depending on 
| thenatureof the substance and look only at the ordinary meaning 
| of the word—the meaning, that is, “in the vernacular of the mining 
| world, thecommercial world, and landowners,” and this was favoured 
| by Lord Hatspury, C,, in Provost of Glasgow v. Farie (13 App. 
Cas. 657). In that case it was held that common clay was not 
reserved under the identical words in the Waterworks Clauses 
| Act, 1847. In the recent case of Great Western Railway Co. v. 
| Carpalla China Clay Co. (1909, 2 Ch. 218) it was held by the 
| Court of Appeal that china clay was a mineral, but this does not 
| seem to have depended upon the definite acceptance of either of 
| the above tests, and the case is under appeal to the House of 
| Lords. The Master of the Rolls relied on the position of the 
china clay; Mouton, L.J., suggested thit a mineral was a 
substance which possessed a value in use; and FARWELL, L.J., 





L.J. The effect, however, of the present decision is to rule out 


payable quarterly, and on each occasion a form of pay warrant | thought that Lord Hatspury had been alittle hard on MELLISH, 
| 
| 


a declaration that he was entitled to retired pay at a certain rate 
for the last quarter, followed by the words: “ Received of H.M. 
Paymaster-General this day of 190 the sum of pounds 
being the amount of retired pay due for the period stated in the 
above declaration.” At the end of the form were the words: 
“This receipt must he presented for payment by a London} 
banker, but may be negotiated in the country or abroad, and is 

to be left by the banker at the Paymaster-General’s office one | 
day for examination.” The defendant opened an account at a| 
bank for the sole purpose of collecting his retired pay, and drew | 
against this account by cheques in the ordinary way. On the Ist of | 
January, 1909, a pay warrant in the form given above, duly filled in 

and signed, for the sum of £17 12s. 6d., being the amount of his | 
retired pay due to him on that day for the preceding quarter, | 
was handed by him to the bank for collection, and the bank at | 
once credited his account with the amount. On the same day, 

after the amount had been so credited, a garnishee order nisi was | 
served on the bank, at the instance of a judgment creditor of the | 
defendant, attaching all debts due from the bank to the defendant, | 
to answer the judgment debt. The pay warrant was paid by the | 
Paymaster-General on the 7th of January. The Divisional Court | 
held that the £17 12s. 6d. was not liable to attachment notwith- | 
standing that the amount had been placed by the bank to the 

defendant’s credit, inasmuch as it retained its character of retired | 
pay until it had been paid by the Paymaster-General. The | 
ground of the decision was that the warrant was not a cheque | 
nor in the same category as a cheque. It was a document which | 
until presented for payment to the Paymaster-General had no | 
operation, and the garnishee order could not affect the money | 
until it had been paid. This reasoning appears to be conclusive. 


The Meaning of ‘‘ Minerals.” 
THE WELL-KNOWN difficulty of determining whether a sub 
stance forming part of the crust of the earth, but not falling 








the test proposed by MELLISH, L.J., and to adopt the test of 
ordinary meaning proposed by JAMES, L.J., and favoured by 
Lord Hatspury. Regard must be paid neither to geological 
meaning nor to the use of the substance, but to the meaning 


' attached to its name by mining and commercial people and by 


landowners at the time when the purchase was effected. Whether, 
however, this really facilitates the settlement of the question in 
any particular case may be doubted. 


Election of American Judges by Universal 
Suffrage. 

ENGLISHMEN are not always acquainted with the laws which 
allow every citizen of an American State to vote in the election 
of its judges, and they may therefore read with some surprise 
the following notice which appears in a leading newspaper of 
New York: “ Nomination of Francis K. PENDLETON, for 
Justice of the Supreme Court. Endorsed by the Bar, irrespective 
of party affiliations. FRANCIS K. PENDLETON, who has been 
nominated on the democratic ticket for Justice of the Supreme 
Court, is a well-known lawyer of this city, and has been such for 
many years. He is well known in business and professional 
circles. His wide experience, including that as corporation 
counsel for several years, has especially fitted him for the 
performance of the duties of the office of a Justice of the 
Supreme Court. The office is, and should be, non-partizan and 
non-political, and irrespective of party and political affiliations. 
We strongly recommend his election.” This notice is followed 

y the signatures of those who support the candidate. It will 
be observed that this appeal, while asserting that the office 
is, or should be, non-partizan and non-political, does not omit to 
remind the voters that Mr. PENDLETON is “nominated on the 
democratic ticket.” The e'ection of judges by universal suffrage 
has been regretted by the more eminent of American jurists, In 
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a note to the twelfth edition of Kent’s Commentaries, s. 295, we 
read: “ Perhaps the most unwise feature in the revised constitu- 
tion of New York is the election by universal suffrage and for 
comparatively short periods of all judicial officers. The danger 
to be apprebended, as all past history teaches us, in governments 
resting in all their parts on universal suffrage is the spirit of 
faction, and the influence of active, ambitious, reckless and 
unprincipled demagogues, combining, controlling, and abusing 
the popular voice for their own selfish purposes. Much 
more grievous would be such results when applied to the election 
of judges.” The learned commentator in another passage 
observes: “The fittest men would probably have too much 
reservedness of manners and severity of morals to secure an 
election resting on universal suffrage.” But a change in the 
American constitution vesting the appointment of judges in the 
President alone, or in the courts of law, or in the heads of 
departments, does not appear to be contemplated. 


The Valuations of Surveyors. 

A CURIOUS case relating to the business of surveyors and estate 
agents has just been determined by the assistant judge of the 
City of London Court. The plaintiffs, surveyors and estate agents, 
claimed ten guineas as money due for the valuation of property, 
and their case was that the defendant instructed them to make a 
valuation and report in respect of warehouse property near the 
City-road, and that he wanted this valuation fora willing vendor 
and a willing purchaser. The plaintiffs valued the property at 
£2,000, but having subsequently heard that the defendant was 
endeavouring to borrow £1,250 on their report, they explained 
to the solicitors for the proposed mortgagees that they did not 
consider the property suitable as security. The defendant 
urged that the property could not be worth £2,000 to sell and 
nothing as security, and that the report was consequently 
valueless and nothing was due in respect of it. The judge said 
that the question was whether the plaintiffs, having given a 
valuation for any purpose whatever, were justified in submitting 
an opinion later which rendered the property valueless. He had 
referred the dispute to the President of the Institute of 
Surveyors, and the President having reported in favour of the 
claim, there would be judgment for the plaintiff. We must 
confers that we should have believed that it was common know- 
ledge that the valuation of surveyors depends very much upon 
the interest of the party on whose behalf the valuation is given. 
The question of a vendor, What will the property sell for ? cannot 
be answered in the same way as the question, At what price 
ought the property to be bought? The purchaser may be 
willing to give a substantial sum for property which is wholly 
insufficient as a mortgage security. Sir JoHN RoMILLY, in a case 
decided more than fifty years ago, expressed his opinion that the 
evidence of surveyors of respectability was always more or less 
favourable to the side on whose behalf they were employed, and a 
mortgagee has a right to be fully informed of the circumstances 
under which the valuation submitted to him has been made. 


The Dangers of Petroleum Spirit. 

THE MELANCHOLY disasters which have recently occurred 
owing to the use of petroleum spirit for dry cleaning and hair- 
dressing will, it is hoped, lead ‘to some interference on the 
part of the Legislature with a view of preventing such 
ace'dents. So far back as the year 1869 an action was brought 
in the Court of Exchequer (George v. Skivington, L. R. 5 Ex. 1) 
for selling a certain compound as a hairwash which could not 
be used without personal injury to the person using the same ; 





but, as might have been expected, there is a wish to confine the 
operation of any statutory enactment to cases where accidents 
like those which have recently occurred may be expected. It 
is accordingly suggested that there should be an enactment 
preventing the public from using motor spirit for hairdressing 
and limiting the supply of spirit to private persons. A clause 
making it illegal for hairdressers to clean the hair of their 
customers with petroleum spirit, and requiring them to find 
some substitute for it, is open to no objection, but is scarcely 
necessary, as the dangers of “dry cleaning” are now generally 
recognized. 


Assignment of Part of a Debt. 

THE DECISION of DARLING, J., in Skipper v. Holloway (Times, 
15th inst.) with reference to the assignment of part of a debt 
appears to be the corollary of the case of Jones v. Humfreys (1902, 
1 K.B. 10). In the latter case it was held that an assignment of 
an indefinite part of a future debt could not take effect as an 
absolute assignment under section 24 (6) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, and this was put upon the ground that the debtor was 
entitled to know, on receiving notice of the assignment, exactly 
how much he was to pay to the assignee. Where the assign- 
ment is of so much as may be necessary to secure payment of an 
unascertained sum, there is not this certainty ; there is no abso- 
lute assignment which can be completed by notice under the 
statute, and the assignee merely obtains a charge on the debt. 
The result is the same as where a debt or an interest under a con- 
tract is assigned as security for the repayment of a debt due from 
the assignor to the assignee. This operates by way of charge only, 
and not as an absolute assignment: Mercantile Bank v. Evans 
(1899, 2 Q. B. 613), although an assignment subject to redemp- 
tion operates as an absolute assignment : Durham Bros, v. Kobert- 
son (1898, 1 (. B. 765). Where there is an assignment of a 
specific sum out of a debt, whether the debt is present or future, 
then the debtor knows with certainty to what extent he can 
obtain a receipt from the assignee, and there seems to be no 
reason why this should not be treated as an absolute assign- 
ment of the stated amount. In the present case, accordingly, 
DARLING, J., held that an ascertained part of an existing debt 
could be effectually assigned so as to enable the assignee, where 
the assignment had been completed by notice, to sue in his own 
name for the part assigned. 


The Case of Madame Steinheil., 

THE EXTRAORDINARY case of Madame STEINHEIL, accused of 
the murder of her husband and of her mother, has, after a pro- 
tracted trial, terminated in her acquittal, and the general 
impression appears to be that the verdict of the jury was in the 
circumstances justifiable. The counsel for the prosecution com- 
menced his address to the jury by describing the prisoner as a 
liar by long habit. Assuming this description to be accurate, it 
is to be observed that a large part of the case against her was 
founded on her falsehoods and false charges after the discovery 
of the crime, and that the inference from these falsehoods should 
therefore be less unfavourable than it might be in the case of one 
who had more regard for truth. An important consequence of 
the inquisitorial procedure at the trial appears to be that it has 
turned the attention of the more intelligent portion of the French 
community to the superiority of the system prevailing in this 
country, and that there appears to be a greater prospect of 
salutary reforms than in any previous period of French history. 
The cross-examination of the prisoner by the President of the 
Court of Assizes—attended by rebukes, sarcasms, and exhorta- 


and the Petroleum Acts, beginning a year or two later, contained | tions which no counsel in an English court would be permitted 


a number of provisions regulating the storage of petroleum. It 
appears, from evidence which has been given before a Depart 


to address to a witness—cannot but tend to make the judge an 
interested party to the proceedings, and to place him in a position 


mental Committee on Petroleum at the Home Office, that the essentially undignified and inconsistent with his other functions. 


different railway companies, who are not common carriers of 
dangerous goods, have made elaborate regulations for loading and 
unloading petroleum spirit, and that accidents on their lines 
arising out of the conveyance of this commodity are almost 
unknown. The different oil companies have apparently no 
objection to the appointment of a central authority to advise, or 
have jurisdiction over, local authorities in drawing up regula- 
tions with regard to the conveyance and storage of the spirit, 





We may hope that a change in the law may place him in the 
position of a listener to what is said on both sides, rather than 
in that of a harsh investigator. 


Defects in the Building of Law Courts. 


A MELANCHOLY report is given by the American newspapers 
of the condition of the building forming the Criminal Court of 
New York, the corner-stone of which was laid in 1890. This 
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building, we are told, is a mass of cracks and breaks. Huge blocks 
of granite have broken asunder, and a piece of paper pasted over 
one of these cracks will be found broken in the morning, shewing 
the rapidity with which the building is settling. The cost of con- 
structing it is supposed to have been not less than two million 
dollars, but, unless “‘something unforeseen develops to the con- 
trary,” a quarter of a million dollars will have to be spent to 
make the court safe for occupancy. Englishmen, while eager to 
criticize any defects in their new Central Criminal Court, will 
require further evidence before they pass judgment on the 
defects of a building on the other side of the Atlantic. The late 
Mr. BritTON, in his account of the Law Courts at Westminster, com- 
plains that ‘‘ the architect has not only to please his direct official 
employers, but judges, counsel, barristers, attorneys, juries, clients, 
reporters; and the many-sided public critics, within doors and 
without doors, in the House of Commons and House of Lords, 
stand forth from every post and pillar fully prepared to find 
fault and animadvert on real or imaginary defects.” What 
would Mr. Britton have said if he had lived to hear the critics 
of the new Law Courts and the New Bailey? 


Medical Referees. 

Section 10 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906—which 
enables a Secretary of State to appoint legally qualified medical 
practitioners to be medical referees for the purposes of the Act- 
is the subject of an article in one of the medical periodicals, in 
which it discusses the inconsistency in requiring questions of law 
to be decided by a judge and in leaving scientific issues to be de- 
cided by judges or juries as questions of fact. The writer “ cannot 
but think it strange that medical referees should be specially 
appointed to deal with questions relating to the extent and dura- 
tion «f physical incapacity in connection with the compensation of 
workmen. The correct appraisement of the incapacity of a work- 
man earning twenty-five shillings a week is important, but so are 
the reality and extent of the injuries sustained in a railway 
accident by a wealthier man who claims thousands of pounds. 
Still more urgent are the claims for justice in the case of the 
alleged insanity of a testator who ha: sought to dispose of 
millions by will, or in that of a man whose life hangs on the ques- 
tion whether or not he wilfully murdered another. Can it be 
denied that in these last cases the need of medical assessors is 
urgent?” Thesubject is certainly one which, sooner or later, must 
be considered by the Legislature. It is worthy of observation 
that the rule relating to chambers in the Chancery Division 
(ord. 55, r. 19), while enabling the judge in chambers to obtain 
the assistance of ‘accountants, merchants, engineers, actuaries 
and other scientific persons,” and to act upon the certificate of 
any such person, makes no reference to medical practitioners. 


The Doctrines of Satisfaction and 


Performance. 


THE old Court of Chancery undertook a difficult task when, 
by means of the doctrines of satisfaction and performance, it set 
about rearranging family property in order to bring the d'stribu- 
tion into accordance with what might be supposed to be the 
intention of testators and settlors, and also when it interfered to 
prevent a creditor-legatee from taking both his debt and his 
legacy ; and having started on this path, it is not surprising that 
difficulties were encountered which produced a plentiful crop of 
decisions, Lord ELpon’s “sort of feeling upon what is called a 
leaning against double portions,” in Lv parte Pye (18 Ves., p, 151)— 
the phrase well indicates the very intangible nature of the 
doetrine—was the prelude to a series of cases, of which the most 
authoritative is Chichester v. Coventry (1867, L. R.2 H.L.71). In 
that case the application of the doctrine was held to be excluded, 
and the distinction was emphatically drawn between a portion by 
settlement following a portion by will, in which case the pre- 
sumption of satisfaction, or, more strictly, ademption, is strong ; 
and a portion by will following a portion by settlement—in which 
case the presumption is weak. But as regards double portions 
equity was always rather pleased with the presumption it 


raised against them. It felt that it was, by means of the doctrine, 
correcting the forgetfulness of settlors, and producing a proper 
distribution of property. With the presumption of satisfaction 
of a debt bya legacy it was very different. No sooner was the 
presumption started than it was felt that equity had got on toa 
wrong tack, and had not the Chancellors been followers of pre- 
cedent it would have been got rid of. It was founded upon the 
maxim that adebtor cannot be presumed to give, and that a man 
shouid be just before he is generous ; but it was soon pointed out 
that, when the estate is sufficient, there is no reason why a man 
should not be both just and generous: Chancey’s case (1717, 1 P. 
Wms. 408), Fowler v. Fowler (1735, 3 P. Wms. 353). Hence, while 
equity could not shake off altogether the doctrine of satisfaction 
of debts by legacies, and always applied it where there was an 
immediate unconditional legacy of a sum of money equal to or 
greater than the debt (Lichardson v. Greese, 1743, 3 Atk., p. 68), 
yet it laid hold of trifling differences between the debt and the 
legacy, as regards time of payment and so forth, to rebut the 
presumption of satisfaction and permit the creditor to have both 
his debt and his legacy : Richardson v. Greese ; Re Horlock (1895, 
1 Ch., p. 518). 

Satisfaction was always regarded as depending upon the 
intention, actual or presumed, of the person disposing of the 
property which was alleged to be a satisfaction of the prior gift 
or obligation. The case became more difficult when equity 
intervened on the ground of performance. When a man is 
under an obligation to do something, and afterwards does an act 
which is appropriate as a means to a performance of the 
obligation, equity will on occasion treat it as a performance. 
Stated thus the doctrine is a little nebulous. In the concrete it 
is applied to the two cases of covenants to purchase and settle 
land and covenants to leave money at death. A covenant 
to purchase and settle land is in an inchoate manner per- 
formed, either in whole or in part, when land is purchased 
though not settled, and, if the covenantor dies without having 
aliened or devised it, the performance becomes complete. The 
land is treated, as against the heir, as being subject to the 
trusts of the settlement, and further performance of the covenant 
cannot be required against the covenantor’s personal estate except 
as regards any deficiency in the value of the land. Anda 
covenant that money shall be left, or paid at or after the 
covenantor’s death, is, upon a similar principle, treated as 
performed, either wholly or in part, if the covenantor dies 
intestate and the covenantee receives a share of his property 
in the intestacy. 

It is said that, while satisfaction depends on intention, per- 
formance does not depend on intention, but upon the mere fact 
that cirgumstances have occurred which produce the same result 
as if the covenant had been intentionally performed (sce Goldsinid 
v. Goldsmid, 1818, Swanst., p. 219); but this seems to apply only 
to the case of performance by intestacy. In the case of perform- 
ance of a covenant to settle, the purchase of lands suitable for 
settlement is regarded as a performance on the ground of intention: 
Lechmere v. Lechmere (1735, Cas. temp. Talb., p. 92); Deacony. Smith 
(1746, 3 Atk., p. 326) ; and if there is no actual proof of inten- 
tion, the covenantor has the rest of his life in which he may shew 
by his conduct that his intention was opposed to performance. 
Thus such contrary intention is established if he sells or devises 
the purchased lands, and accordingly during his life the lands 
are not bound by the covenant : Cowntess of Mornington v. Keane 
(1858, 2 De G. & J. 292). It is only when he has died without 
disposing of the lands that the intention of performing his 
covenant by their purchase is fixed upon him. 

In the cases above outlined equity developed a fairly consis- 
tent body of doctrine, but this seems to have broken down whena 
covenant to leave money or to pay money after death was 
followed by an actual testamentary gift, and then it was a matter 
of doubt whether this was to be treated as performance or satis- 
faction, and if the latter, how far the ordinary rules as to 
satisfaction of debts by legacies applied. To understand this point 
a short reference to the authorities on performance by intestacy 
is necessary. 

The doctrine as to intestacy was established by Blandy v. 








Widmore (1716, 1 P. Wms. 325), where a husband covenanted upon 
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marriage that his executors should within three months after his 
death pay his wife £620 if she should survive him. He died 
intestate and without issue, and his widow’s distributive moiety of 
his personal estate exceeded £620. Cowper, L.C., treated the 
receipt of this share as a satisfaction of the covenant. This was 
followed in Lee v. Cox and D’ Aranda (1747, 3 Atk. 419), where the 
husband, on marriage, covenanted that £1,000 should be paid to his 
wife on his decease. He died intestate. Lord HARDWICKE 
treated the widow’s distributive share, which exceeded £1,000, 
as a satisfaction of that sum, and laid stress on the wife being 
administratrix. But in Barret v. Beckford (1750, 1 Ves. sen. 519) 
both the two last-mentioned cases were put upon the ground of 
performance. Then came Haynes v. Mico (1781, 1 Bro, C.C. 129), 
where the husband upon marriage gave a bond to secure £300 
to his wife within one month after his death. He made a will 
giving her £500 payable within six months after his decease. 
It was possible to regard this as governed by the cases on satis- 
faction of debts by legacies. Viewed in this light, the difference 
in the times of payment was sufficient to rebut the presumption of 
satisfaction, and Lord THuRLOw, C., seems to have decided 
mainly on this ground when he held that there was no satis- 
faction. But he was pressed with the difficulty that it was 
absurd to allow satisfaction or performance where the covenant 
was in effect performed by an intestacy, and to refuse it when 
the covenant was just as effectually performed by will, and it 
was thought that Haynes v. Mico had shaken Blandy v. Widmore. 
A like effect was ascribed to Devese v. Pontet (1785, 1 Cox 190, 
Prec. Ch. 240 n.), where the husband covenanted on marriage that 
£800 should be paid within nine months after his death to his 
w fe absolutely if she survived him and there were no children, 
or, if there were children, for her for life and then for the children. 
By his will he left half bis proporty to his wife absolutely. He 


died without children, leaving her surviving. Notwithstanding the | 


cases as to performance by intestacy, KENYON, M.R., declined to 
treat this as performance, and the differences between the 
covenant and the gift of residue rebutted any presumption that 
the gift of residue was a satisfaction of the covenant. 

After these cases it was open to reconsider the authorities as 
to performance by intestacy, and the opportunity arose in 
(rarthshore v. Chalie (1804, 10 Ves. 1). In that case the husband 
covenanted on marriage that if the wife survived him and there 
were children, half of his real and personal estate should be 
conveyed to her within six months after his decease. He died 
intestate. There were children of the marriage and the wife 
survived him. Lord ELDON observed that authorities clashed 
with authorities, and, fearful for once that postponement might 
mean indefinite delay, he gave judgment in less than a month 
in favour of performance, so that the widow was not allowed her 
distributive share of the personal estate under the intestacy in 
addition to her moiety under the covenant. He said that Lord 
THuRLOW in J/aynes v. Mico and Lord KENYON in Devese v. 
Pontet did not mean to shake Blandy v. Widmore and Lee v. 
D Aranda, and that these cases were unshaken ; and he declined 
to allow that they depended at all on the widow being 
administratrix. 

The effect of the decision in Garthshore v. Chalie was that in 
treating a share passing under an intestacy as performance of 
the covenant the court does not rely upon intention, but upon 
the actual result. The husband on marriage makes a specific 
arrangement as to his property, and so far as this is carried into 
effect under the intestacy, the intestacy operates as performance. 
For this purpose small differences in the times of payment are 
disregarded. But when the husband makes a will he himself 
intervenes, and it is necessary to consider his intention. If the 
will is a literal compliance with the covenant, then the disposition 
by will is a legal performance of the covenant. If there are any 
differences, it is neither a legal nor an equitable performance, 
but it may be a satisfaction of the covenant. This, however, is 
hardly possible since the case is now within the rule that slight 
differences will rebut any presumption of satisfaction of an obliga- 
tion by a legacy. 

In Goldsmid vy. Goldsmid (1818, 1 Swanst. 211) PLumer, M.R., 
applied the doctrine of performance by intestacy to the case 


where the husband had not died intestate, but his will had’ 


| become in the result entirely inoperative. The Master of the 
Rolls drew a clear distinction between the testacy cases, where 
there may, if intention can be presumed or proved, be satisfaction 
but not performance, and the intestacy cases, where there is 
performance wholly or in part, and intention is immaterial ; and 
he ranged the case before him under the latter. This accordingly 
was a confirmation of the rule as to performance by intestacy, but 
the authority of the testacy cases was fully recognized. “I desire to 
be understood,” said Sir THomAs PLuMenr, “as not intending to 
impeach the authority of Haynes v. Mico and Devese v. Pontet. 
I say only that those cases are not applicable to the present. They 
were cases of testacy, and the question arose on the effect of 
legacies given by the will to the widow, which, prim? fucie 
importing bounty, admitted presumption of an intention in the 
testator to augment the provis‘ou in the settlement and not to 
satisfy or perform it. No such considerations apply to intestacy. 
It was held in Couch v. Stratton (1799, 4 Ves. 391) that where 
under the covenant the wife was entitled only to a life interest, 
her distributive share under her husband’s intestacy was not 
a performance. In Salisbury v. Salisbury (1848, 6 Hare 526) 
| Wicram, V.C., could not understand why the rule which was 
applied in the case of a gross sum should not also be applicable 
| to anannuity, and he said that the rule as to the performance 
in such cases appeared to be purely arbitrary. The same view 
seems to have been taken by HALL, V.C., in James v. Casile (1875, 
| 33 L. T. 665), where he treated the matter as one of satisfaction, 
| not of performance, and said: “ The question of satisfaction or 
| not depends in every case upon a strict application of decided 
authorities, and beyond these I cannot go.” Of recent years there 
| appears to have been no oecasion for reconsidering the subject. 
| Should, however, such an occasion arise before a tribunal capable 
| of dealing with it freely, it would be well to get rid of the subtlety 
which sees performance in a share under an intestacy, but 
refuses to see performance when exactly the same result is secured 
| by will. 











| 


| the Courts. 


AMONG other legal questions that may possibly be raised by 
the present political situation is one relating to the validity 
of the practice of collecting customs duties in anticipation of 
the authority conferred by Act of Parliament. One of the 
fundamental rules of the Constitution is that, as put in Dicey’s 
Law of the Constitution,,p. 311: “No one can be forced to 
pay a single shilling by way of taxation which cannot be 
shewn to the satisfaction of the judges to be due from him 
under Act of Parliament.” Yet whenever changes are made in 
the taxation of the country and announced in tte Budget 
speech of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, it is the regular 
practice for the House of Commons in Committee of Ways and 
Means to pass resolutions embodying the increased or new 
duties of customs on the first night of the debate, and the new 
duties are collected next morning. This practice is so commonly 
adopted on new taxation being proposed as part of the annual 
Budget, and the collection of the new duties is so commonly 
carried on until the passing of an Act which validates them by 
its retrospective operation, that it is often said that the practice 
isa part of the unwritten law of the land and would be recog- 
nised as such by the courts of law, if necessary. There does 
not, however, appear to be the slightest doubt that the courts 
would not recognise a mere resolution of the House of Commons, 
such as the ordinary Ways and Means resolutions, as of any legal 
validity by way of authority for enforcing payment of taxes. 
Seeing that any proceedings, taken for the purpose of chal- 
lenging the authority of the Executive to collect customs duties 
on the strength of a House of Commons Ways and Means 
resolution, must necessarily be futile if the duties are retrospec- 


| Ways and Means Resolutions in 





tively authorized by an Act of Parliament, it is not surprising 
that few opportunities oceur of testing the intrinsic validity of 
a Ways and Means resolution. There are, however, three cases 
that did actually come before the courts and are wortby of 
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notice. In one the legality of the taxation was challenged by 
an action framed in tort, in another by an action framed in con- 
tract, and ina third by proceedings for mandamus. The first 
of these cases only occurred in England, the other two being 
Australian. 

Barrow v. Arnaud (1844, 8 Q. B. 595) was an action on the 


case against a collector of customs, at Liverpool, brought by an | ¢ a u 
| cited and appreciated, the court’s decision might have been other 


importer of corn, for refusing to sign bills of entry until the 
duty claimed to be due had been paid. 
of some consideration, because, although the existence of a Ways 
and Means resolution was not put forward as a defence to the 


action, the case itself seems to have been the subject of a serious | 
| to a well-established policy. 


inaccuracy of statement in the House of Commons a few years 
afterwards. The gist of the plaintiff's contention was that, 
on Tuesday, the 3rd of May, 1842, there was no Act of 
Parliament in force which imposed any duty on imported 
corn. On the 2nd of March, 1842, Ways and Means 
resolutions had been passed by the House of Commons 
altering the duties on imported corn. The statute governing 


The case is well worthy | 


toms to sign the applicants’ bills of entry without paying the duty 
demanded by the collector : Ex parte Wallace & Co. (13 N.S. W. RB. 
1). Singularly enough, the Victorian case just referred to was 
not cited, nor was the case of Barrow v. Arnuud. The misleading 
statement of the Attorney-General in the House of Commons in 
1848, quoted above, was, however, cited, and it seems possible that 
if Stevenson v. Reg. had been cited, and Barrow v. Arnaud had been 


than it actually was. The full court declined to grant a writ of 


| mandamus, holding it to be within their discretion to refuse a 


mandamus in favour of a person having a strictly legal right when 
the granting of a writ would prove mischievous and was opposed 
There is, of course, involved in a 


| judgment based on these grounds the tacit admission that the 


applicants were legally right, and the collector of customs 
legally wrong. But the court seems to have thought that 
the Ways and Means resolution had attained such a position 


|in the Constitution as to make it doubtful whether, after all, 


the rate of duty on corn at that time was the Act of 1828 (9 | 


Geo. 4, c. 60). 
the resolution of the 2nd of March—5 & 6 Vict. c. 14—the Act 
of 1828 was repealed and the new duties imposed in place of the 
old. This Act was assented to, and so became law, on Friday 
the 29th of April. There was nothing in the Act making it 
retrospective, and, on the other hand, the duty was made 
ascertainable only by the certificate of the comptroller of corn 
returns to be furnished every Thursday. The position then was 
that, on Friday, the 29th of April, 1842, the Act of 1828 was 
repealed, and new duties imposed which could not be enforced until 
Thursday, the 5th of May ; the plaintiff would thus on Tuesday, 
the 3rd of May, be entitled to have his bills of entry signed by the 
collector without paying any duty, assuming his reading of the 
effect of the repeal and new Act to be correct. The Court of 
Queen’s Bench gave judgment for the defendant; but this was | 
reversed in the Exchequer Chamber, and the plaintiff was held 
entitled to recover as damages the sum paid as duty and also a 
sum for loss caused by detention of the corn, &c. The court held 
that, on the construction of the Act of 1842, there was no duty 
payable for five days after the passing of the Act. Nothing 
was said of the Ways and Means resolutions of the 2nd 
of March. Yet in 1848, during the debate on the sugar | 
duties, when the case of Barrow v. Arnaud was (though not | 
by name) referred to, the Attorney-General (Sir JOHN JERVIS) 
stated that the resolutions of the 2nd of March might have 
constituted a good defence to the action but for a mistake: 
“A mistake had occurred in drawing up the resolution, by 
which an interval of one day was allowed to elapse between 
the expiry of the old duties and the imposition of the new, 
and the Government having levied duty upon corn entered on 
that one day, were obliged by the court to refund it. If the 
resolution had gone back to the moment when the old duty 
expired, that would have been a perfect defence.” This is a 
most inaccurate statement of the circumstances, and the over- | 
statement of the possible effect of the Ways and Means | 
resolution appears to have had some influence on the result of 
one of the Australian cases now to be noticed. 
In 1865 an action was brought in the Supreme Court of Victoria | 
to recover from the Crown asum of money paid by way of 
customs duty: Sfevenson v. Reg. (2 W. W. & & B. Law, 143, 176) 
The action was in form a petition of right,and the declaration | 
(being before the Judicature Acts) was for money had and 
received. A plea to the declaration alleged that the customs 
duties had been charged by virtue of resolutions passed by the | 
Legislative Assembly (the Lower House of the colonial Legislature). 
This plea was demurred to on the ground that the Legislative 
Assembly could not legally authorize the levying of duties. 
full court upheld the demurrer, and gave judgment for the | 
suppliant to the effect that the resolution of the Legislative | 
Assembly did not justify the imposition and collection of duties. | 
The point at issue, the validity of a Ways and Means resolution, | 
| 





- : < ’ 
was thus decided in the clearest possible manner. 


In 1892 proceedings were taken in the Supreme Court of New 
South Wales by way of mandamus to compel the collector of cus- 


By the Act of 1842, passed in accordance with | 


The | AccrpENTAL INJURIES 


it might not be considered as a justification in a court 
of law for enforcing payment of taxes. DarLty, C.J., said: “In 
fact, no one can have a legal right the giving effect to which is 
opposed to public policy or to the public weal.” And INNzs, J., 
said : ‘‘ We should not be justified in granting a mandamus which 
would violate a well-recognized constitutional principle and might 
have very mischievous consequences.” 

The intrinsic value of the practice of anticipating statutory 
authority by collecting customs duties from the date of the 
resolution, appears to be placed much too high by the New South 
Wales Court. It is really a matter of convenience and financial 
expediency, and any Government must take the risk of having 
to suffer the usual consequences of doing a technically illegal 
thing before there has been time to enact a validating statute. 








Reviews. 


Industrial Diseases. 


Tue Law oF CoMPENSATION FOR INDUSTRIAL DISEASES: BEING 
AN ANNOTATION OF SECTION 8 OF THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1906. Witn CHAPTERS UPON THE POWERS AND DUTIES OF 
CERTIFYING SURGEONS AND MEDICAL REFEREES : AND THE RULEs, 
REGULATIONS, AND Forms RELEVANT THERETO, AND INCLUDING 
A SpecIAL TREATISE UPON EVERY DISEASE TO WHICH THE ACT 
now Appiies. By E. Toorntron H. Laws, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Nothing shews more clearly the great and increasing importance of 
the subject of compensation to workmen for injuries than the fact that 


| we have here a book (for which there is certainly a demand) on a 
| single section of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 


The most 
remarkable feature of that Act, as compared with its predecessor of 
1897, is the inclusion within its benefits of workmen injured by 
disease arising from the nature of industry—such as blood poisoning, 
anthrax, phosphorus poisoning, &c. The question gives rise to 
questions of great difficulty, some of them legal, but more of them 
medical. This book will be found valuable to lawyers, to medical 
men, and to all interested in the industries in which these diseases 
occur The first part of the book consists of a very full and carefully 
written examination of the section, together with chapters on matters 
affecting medical referees and certifying surgeons. The second part 
deals from both the medical and the legal points of view with each 
of the twenty-four diseases at present within the Act. Much of the 
matter of this part has been taken from reports to the Home Office 
and the reports of certain committees which have inquired officially 
into the subject ; and the whole has been supervised by Dr. Legge, 
H.M. Medical Inspector of Factories. As far as the lawyer is 
concerned, the book appears to exhaust the subject. 





The Workmen’s Compensation Act. 


To WORKMEN, WITH REFERENCE TO THE 
WokKMEN’S CoMPENSATION Act, 1906. By H. Norman BARNETT, 
F.R.C.S.. With an ArtIcLE on INJURIES TO THE ORGANS OF 
SpEcIAL Sensk, by Cectz G. SHaw, M.Ch., M.D.; anp A LEGAL 
IntTRopucTION, by THomas J. CAMPBELL, Barrister-at-Law. 
Rebman (Limited). 

This is not a law book, but it is a book containing matter of great 
interest to lawyers, and which on occasion may prove of the greatest 
use. Itisan exhaustive review of the subject from the medical stand- 
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point by an eminent Irish surgeon, and it should be studied by all | 
medical men who have to give evidence or to make reports in cases 
of injuries to workmen. Much of the book is beyond criticism by 
anyone but a skilled surgeon, but its whole scheme is excellent, and 
its conclusions appear to be sound. Besides dealing with injuries of 
many sorts to bones, to joints, to tendons, to eye, to ear, to internal 
organs, to the nervous system, «c., there is an important chapter as 
to effects of injuries on those predisposed to, or suffering from, 
disease. It is often said that employers run no risk by employing 
persons who from age or infirmity are peculiarly liable to injury, 
because the accident insurance companies charge no higher rates for 
such persons than for others. _ If the directors of such companies study 
this book they will probably doubt the wisdom (if not the humanity) 
of their present attitude. There is an excellent chapter of advice to 
medical men as to drawing up reports and the preparation and giving 
of evidence. Special attention is given throughout to the more 
remote results of accidents which are often so difficult to trace or to 


foresee. 


The Factory and Truck Acts. 

Tue Factory AND Truck Acts. By the late ALEXANDER REDGRAVE 
C.B. Eveventa Epition. By Cuarues F. Lioyp, Barrister-at- 
Law. Srarutory Orpers, ReGuLations, Spectra RULES, AND 
Forms. Revised by W. Peacock, of the Home Office. Shaw & 
Sons ; Butterworth & Co. 

All who are professionally interested in the operation of the 

Factory Acts will welcome the new edition of this well-known book. 





Five years have elapsed since the tenth edition was published, and a 
volume up to date, including the numerous Home Office orders and 
regulations which have been made in that time, was much wanted. 
There has also been some very important legislation in that period 
notably the Factory and Workshop Act, 1907, which extends the 
Factory .\cts to laundries and to premises where work similar to that 
of factories is carried on in connection with charitable institutions. 
In its latest form the book has been greatly enlarged and its practical | 
utility thereby much increased. It is an excellent piece of work | 
and will, we have little doubt, meet all the ;requirements of those 
who make use of it. 


Factories and Workshops. 

THe Law Retatinc To Facrorres AND WorksHops. Parr I: 
A Practicat Guipg. By May E. Apranam (Mrs. H. J. TENNANT) 
formerly a Superintending Inspector of Factories. Parr IL: 
Acts RELATING To Factories AND WORKSHOPS ; WITH EXPLANA- 
TORY Notes. By Rornanp Burrows, Barrister-at-Law. SIxTH 
Epitron. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

This book has the rare distinction amongst law books of being 
written mainly bya lady. Few persons can compete with that lady 
in her wide and practical knowledge of the subject ; and the first 
part, which is her individual work, is a most useful and clear 
summary of the law. The book seems to be intended rather for 
factory inspectors, employers of labour, &ec., than for lawyers, but 
lawyers also will find it useful. The second part consists of the 
Acts with a few short notes ; and in the appendixes are to be found 


regulations, special rules and orders. 


Books of the Week. 


Reminiscences of a K.C. By THomas Epwarp Crispe. With 
Two Portraits. Methuen & Co. 

A Digest of the Law of Partnership ; with Forms and an age 
on the Limited Partnerships Act, 1907 ; together with the Rules and 
Forms 1907, 1909. By Sir Freprertck Pottock, Bart., D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Ninth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Handbook on the Law of Mortgages. By E. Sr. Crair 
HARNETT, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Sweet and Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers, for 1909. Edited by 
Francts A. Strincer, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
and J. JoHNSTON, of the Central Office ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A Handbook of Public International Law. By T. J. LAwReENcE, 
M.A., LL.D,, Member of the Institute of International Law. Seventh 
Edition. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 

Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, October 22nd, 1909. Edited by HeErMAN Couen, Barrister- 
at-Law. Vol. IIL, Part IIL. Stevens &Haynes. d 





Ye topas deposited, securities with the bank, they become subject to a 
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Correspondence. 
Platt v. Rowe. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 

Sir,—Adverting to the able and illuminating review of this case in 
your issue of the 6th of November, we should be glad if you would 
allow us to put right one statement of fact made therein. 

You would seem to infer that the plaintiff joined as defendants 
Messrs. C. M. Mitchell & Co., Jobbers, under misapprehension. In 
answer to this may we quote the exact words of the judgment, which 
is now before us: “ Looking at the defence of the defendant Rowe, 
he pleaded that the defendants Mitchell purchased from him cer- 
tain shares ; and then he says that he was paid the purchase price 
by his purchasers, Mitchells. There is manifestly a contest between 
the two defendants. Each denies liability to the plaintiff, and I 
think it was reasonable and proper, and almost essential, that the 
plaintiff should bring them both here in order to have the question 
of liability determined.” 

Carter & BExL, Plaintiff’s Solicitors. 

6, Idol-lane, Eastcheap, E.C., Nov. 11. 

[We did not mean that anything should be inferred as to the 
jobbers beyond what was stated. They were joined as defendants 
and were held not to be liable. The learned judge clearly thought 
that the plaintiffs did right in joining them, since he made the principal 
defendant pay their costs. Our correspondents also point out that 
the full name of the brokers concerned was “ L. Allen & Co., Ltd.,” 
and not “ Allen & Co.,” as we gave it.—Ep. S./.] 


Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 

Sale of Incumbered Estate by Tenant for Life—Payment of 
Purchase-money Direct to the Incumbrancer.—Under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, s. 21, capital money (which includes purchase-money) 
is to be applied at the discretion of the life tenant in one or more of 
certain specified ways ; and section 22 (1) provides that for the pur- 
pose of such application it must be paid either to the trustees of the 
settlement or into court. <A life tenant and vendor of property 
subject to an incumbrance, created before the settlement and 
exceeding the purchase-money in amount, directed the purchaser to 
pay the purchase-money direct to the incumbrancer. This was a 
payment of capital money neither to the trustees nor into court, and 
the purchaser was subsequently held unable to make a good title 
when he in turn attempted to sell.— Rr Norton anp Las Casas 
Contract (Neville, J., April 28) (1909, 2 Ch. 59). 

Capacity to Contract with Regard to Foreign Land.—It is state: 
in Dicey’s “Conflict of Laws” (2nd edition, at p. 501) that the 
capacity to make a contract with regard to immoveable property is 
governed by the law of the country where the property is situate. That 
is acorrect statement of theJaw ; and where a married woman entered 
into acontract of suretyship, which related to land in the Transvaal 
and was void by the law of the Transvaal, the Court of Appeal declined 
to recognize any rights supposed to be acquired by virtue of that 
contract. —BANK of Arrica (Li.) v. Conen (Eve, J., January 2°, 
February 1, 2, 3,4; C.A., May 5, 6, 7, 28) (53 Soricrrors’ JOURNAL, 
268 ; 1909, 2 Ch. 129). : 

Breach of Restrictive Covenant—Liability for Assigns. —-H., a 
purchaser of part of a building estate, entered into restrictive cove- 
nants for himself and his assigns. His lessees began to erect a 
building in breach of the covenants, and then became bankrupt. 
Their trustee in bankruptcy disclaimed the lease. H. found himself 
in possession of the land and the unfinished building. The owner of 
the estate sold some more of it to P., with the benefit of H.’s cove- 
nants, and after some negotiation P. sued H. on the covenants. It 
was held (1) that the erection and sufferance of the building was not 
a continuing breach ; (2) that therefore it was not a breach which H. 
had himself committed ; (3) that at law P.’s conveyance did not earry 
the right to damages for a past breach ; and (4) thatin equity H. was 
not liable for the breach by his lessees, in which he had in no way 
actively assisted.- PowELL v. Hemstey (C.A., June 14) (53 Soricti- 
Tors’ JOURNAL, 322 ; 1909, 2 Ch. 252). 

Banker's Lien-—-Deposit of Securities for a Special Purpose.— 
When a man overdraws his account at his bank, he in effect asks for 
a loan. If the cheque is honoured, he obtains a loan. If he deposits, 





A 


equitable charge to secure the overdraft. But when a man 


ated | of 


*.” In the article on “Settled Chattels” in our issue of November | has utai-sited, for a special purpose, securities not his own, and the 


6th (ante, p. 27, line 13) the words “ first tenant for life ” should read 
“first tenant in tail.” 





bank is aware of the circumstances, and he subsequently obtains an 
overdraft, then it does not follow that the overdraft is charged on 
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those securities. 
securities were deposited only for a special purpose, the case would 
have been covered by authority and the lien would have attached .— 
CUTHBERT v. Roparts, LuBBock & Co. (C.A., April 22, 30; May 
1, 3, 20) (53 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 559; 1909, 2 Ch. 226), 

Settlement—Administration by the Court—Committal for Con- 
tempt.—In Re Leigh (40 Ch. D., at p. 294) Cotton, L.J., observed 
that if an infant ward of court “committed a contempt of court by 
marrying without the leave of the court, for that he might be sent to 
prison.” This “admittedly unusual order” was made in respect of 
an infant ward who, after several previous acts of disobedience to 
the court, contracted a secret marriage.—RF H.’s SeTTLEMENT (War- 
rington, J., June 18) (1909, 2 Ch. 260). 


e 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SAMUEL WILLIAMS & SONS (LIM.) AND WILLIAM CHRISTIE & 
CO, (LIM.) ». PARSONS & PARSONS. No.1. 9th and 10th Nov. 
NEGLIGENCE—DAMAGE TO BARGE—IMPROPERLY OPENING SLUICES 

in Lock. 
By the neglige nt opening of the sluices of the mill gates, 
the river Roding became so low that the 


the 
plaintiff’ s barge 


water in 


took the 


ground and with its cargo was damaged. In an action to recover 
damages, 
Held, that the defendants, who were the lessees of all the rights 


and interests in the navigation and management of that part of the 
river Roding, were under no obligation to keep a head of waten at the 
mill-gates, and had therefore committed no breach of duty toward the 
plaintiffs which entitled the latter to maintain the action. 

Judgment of Coleridge, J. (reported 25 Times L.R. 
of the plaintiffs reversed. 


569). in favou) 


Appeal by defendants from a Coleridge, J., sitting 
without a jury. 
the owners of a barge, and Messrs. Christie & Co. (Limited) were the 
owners of the cargo on board the barge. The defendants were wharf 

ingers carrying on business at Great Ilford and the lessees of all the 
rights and interest in the navigation and management of a part of the 
river Roding. According to the statement of claim, while the barge was 
bound from Crown Wharf, Barking, to Tilbury the defendants 

negligently and improperly caused or permitted certain sluices in the | 


judgment of 


lock at Barking to be open, whereby the water in that part of the 
river fell so much that the barge took the ground and was, with her 
cargo, damaged. The plaintiffs claimed £138, alleging that the 


defendants should have warned them that this part of the river on the 
day in question was unsafe for the barge to navigate. In the alterna 
tive, they said that in consideration of the rates levied, the defendants 
promised that they would use due and reasonable care and skill in the 

management of that part of the river, and were under a duty to keep | 
sufficient water in the river during the passage of the vessel. The | 
defendants denied liability, and said that the lock-keeper was not acting 

as their servant in opening the sluices. Coleridge, J., found for the 

plaintiffs. In his opinion, the the agent of the 

defendants, but even if he were not, the defendants had undertaken a 

duty with regard to the barge, and if the lock-keeper was not their 

servant, they should have taken care to have placed there someone who | 
was responsible. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (BuckLey and Kennepy, L.JJ., and Swinren Eapy, J.) 
allowed the appeal on the ground that the defendants were not under 
any duty to the plaintiffs to keep a head of water at the mill gates. 
The question of liability turned on the construction of certain private | 
Acts, which showed that the only right the plaintiffs had was a right 
to pass through the gates during the time of flood, but at no other 
time. The defendants, who were the assignees of the rights originally 
granted to one Goodman, owed a duty in return for the grant of the 
tolls to clear the waterway of obstructions and grant to persons the 
right to pass through the flood-gates at the top of the tide. Appeal | 
allowed with costs.—Counsrt, J. D. Crawford and A. A. Roche, for 


lock keepel was 


the defendants; Bailhache, K.C., and Balloch, for the plaintiffs. 
Soricirors, Keene d: Co.; J. A. & H. 2B. Farnfield. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 
MARSHALL v. ORIENT STEAM NAVIGATION CO. (LIM.). 
10th Nov. 
EMPLOYER AND WorRKMAN—ACCIDENT—COMPENSATION—REFUSAL TO Sus- 


No, 2. 






MIT TO SURGICAL OPERATION—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION Act, 1906 

(6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1. 

When a workman refuses to submit to an operation, two questions 
arise. First: Was the refusal unreasonable Secondly; Is the con- 





tinued incapacity the result of the refusal or the original accide 
Where, therefore, the refusal was unreasonable, but there wes 
of medical testimony as to the probable success of the operate 
held that an award must be made in favour of the workmam 











Appeal from an award of the judge of the county court of Essex, 


The plaintiffs, Samuel Williams & Sons (Limited) were | 


| to the operation. 







If, however, the bank had not known that the ! Grays Thurrock, sitting as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Com- 


pensation Act, 1906. The applicant was a fireman on board ship, who 
| sustained an injury in the course of his employment. He burned the 
fingers of his right hand. Some blisters set up, and one of them, on the 
| centre finger, broke, and some septic matter got into the wound. He 
| showed the wound, after about five days, to the ship’s doctor, who about 
| four days later lanced it. The next day the doctor suggested an opera- 
| tion, which would have meant two or three incisions made in the finger. 
The applicant refused to submit to any operation. The finger did not 
recover, and ultimately the applicant went into hospital, where it 
was amputated. The ship’s doctor gave evidence that in his opinion if 
the operation had been performed the finger would have completely 
recovered. The county court judge came to the conclusion that the 
applicant could have perfectly well undergone the operation, 
| and that it was unreasonable for him to refuse to submit to it. He, 
| however, held that, as another doctor who saw the applicant 
later on had given evidence that in his opinion the finger was so impli- 
cated that the operation could not have saved it, he could not say 
whether the operation would have saved the finger or not, and as in 
fact the finger had been lost, there must be an award in favour of the 
applicant. The employers appealed. 
THE Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
WELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
| Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question was this: A man met 
with an accident in the course of his employment on board ship. The 
ship’s dector recommended a slight operation, but the man declined to 
submit to it. A judge might say that it was unreasonable on the part 
of the man not to undergo a slight operation recommended by the only 
| medical man available, but if other doctors said that even if the opera 
| tion had been performed the finger would have been lost, there was 
another question for the judge. The first question was whether the 
man was unreasonable in refusing, the next whether the loss of the 
finger was due to his unreasonableness. It was an issue of fact for the 
| county court judge to say, first, whether the refusal was reasonable or 
| unreasonable ; but that was not enough, he must go further and say 


and FLETCHER Movtton and Far 


| whether the continued disability was due to the accident or to the 


unwillingness to submit to the operation. In the present case the 
county court judge, in his very carefully considered judgment, after 
finding that the man was unreasonable, said: “ The difficulty I have 
to face is this—Would the operation have saved the finger? Dr. Ward 
said he thought the finger was so implicated that it would not. Dr. 
Lucas said, in his judgment, having regard to the condition of the 
finger when he saw it on the 14th of April, that the operation would 
have been perfectly successful. In that state of things, what ought to 
be my decision? It is a case in which it is absolutely impossible to 
say whether the operation would have saved the finger or not.’’ That 
amounted to this, that there had been an accident, and it was for the 
employer to show that something had happened the result of which was 
that the loss of the finger was not due to the accident. The burden 
was on the employer to break the chain of causation. In a case like 
the present it was impossible to say that there was no evidence on 
which the county court judge was not entitled to say, as he had, that 
this burden of proof had not been discharged, and that the liability 
remained on the employers, and that the workman was entitled to 
compensation. His lordship was not conscious that he had departed a 
hair’s breadth from anything that he had said, either in 7'ufton v. S.S 
Majestic (1909, 2 K. B. 54) or in Warneken v. Moreland (1909, 1 
K. B. 184). The question was whether the continued disability was 
due to the accident or to the uwnreasonableness in refusing to submit 
The county court judge was quite right, and the 
appeal must be dismissed. 

FLETCHER Movutton and Farwrtt, L.JJ., gave judgments dismissing 
the appeal.—Counsei, Neilson; Frank Phillips. Soxtcrrors, Botterell 
& Roche; Thos. A. Capron & Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Barrister-at-Law. ] 
WILD v. WOOLWICH BOROUGH COUNCIL. No. 2. 8th Nov. 
CompuLsoryY PuRCHASE—STREET—WIDENING—NOTICE TO TREAT—RE- 

FUSAL BY LANDLORD—WITHDRAWAL—MICHAEL ANGELO TayLor’s ACT, 

1817 (57 Gro. 3, c. xx1x.), ss. 80, 82. 

If a landlord declines to accept or repudiates the validity of a notice 
to treat under Michael Angelo Taylor's Act, the local authority is en- 
titled to withdraw the notice altogether, and cannot be compelled to 
proceed with so much of it az is acceptable to the landlord. 


STIRLING, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Eve, J. (reported 53 Soticirors’ 
JourRNAL, 561). Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, 1817 (57 Geo. 3, c. xxix.), 
ss. 80, 82, empowers local authorities to acquire property for the 
purpose of widening streets. The plaintiffs were entitled, as trustees 
of the will of John Bowater, to certain house property in Woolwich 
subject to certain leases and tenancies. Prior to 1904 the defendants 
had determined to widen a street called Artillery-place, Woolwich, and 
approached the plaintiffs for the purpose of acquiring the necessary 
property, but it was found that they were trustees without power of 
On the 10th of May, 1906, notice to treat was served upon the 
aintiffs for the purchase of so much of the property as was necessary 
or the purpose of widening the street. The plaintiffs decided that it 
would be improper for them to comply with the notice, because it 
involved the transfer of a part only of the property, leaving a strip 
which would be useless. They pointed out, therefore, that the notice was 
unsatisfactory, and that they would have to take steps to prevent the 


sale. 
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defendants from acting upon it. While the maiter was under discussion 
the plaintifis pointed out a further difficulty—namely, that they were 
merely reversioners, subject to leases with many years to run. The 
defendants, however, on being asked, said that they did not intend to 
serve the tenants with the notice. On the 21st of November, 1906, the 
plaintiffs wrote to the defendants that they intended to take proceedings 
against the council to restrain them from acting on the notice. Under 
those circumstances the matter remained in abeyance until September, 
1907, when, at an interview, the defendants proposed to serve fresh 
notices in substitution for the notice of May, 1906. A fresh notice was 
accordingly served on the plaintiffs on the 9th of October, 1907, for 
the purchase of the whole of the property mentioned in the May notice. 
The latter notice was objected to by the plaintiffs on the ground that it 
included property wholly unnecessary for widening the street, and they 
gave notice that they would apply for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants from acting upon it unless it was varied. Eve, J., held that 
the service of a notice to treat by a local authority upon a landowner 
under the compulsory powers of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, in order 
to acquire property for the purpose of widening a street, did, for some 
purposes, create the relationship of vendor and purchaser between the 
parties; and that one of the consequences which followed from such 
relationship was that the subject matter of the contract was thereby 
settled. The landlord must either treat the notice as a contract to 
purchase the lands as a whole or repudiate it; he could not accept it in 
part and repudiate it in part. His lordship therefore thought that 
there was no ground for saying that the defendants were liable ia 
damages, and he dismissed the action with costs. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FLeTcHer 
FaRwWELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said he so entirely agreed with the judgment 
of Eve, J., and with his reasons, that he (the Master of the Rolls) could 
add but very little. The notice to treat under Michael Angelo Taylor’s 
Act did not differ much from a notice to treat under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act; in both cases the notice to treat defined the land 
to be taken. If the landowner declined to accept or repudiated the 
validity of the notice to treat, it was clear on principle and under the 
general law that the local authority was entitled to withdraw it alto- 
gether, and could not be compelled to proceed with that part of it 
which was acceptable to the landowner. The local authority could not 
withdraw their notice to treat before acceptance; but when once the 
landowner refused to accept the notice and required the local authority 
to take more than was included in the notice, then the local authority 
could withdraw the notice. With regard to the claim for damages or 
compensation for alleged loss occasioned by these notices to treat, the 
appellants had entirely failed to make out any case for compensation. 
The appeal failed, and must be dismissed.—CounsEL, Macmorran, K.C., 
Jessel, K.C., and Quin; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., C. A. Russell, K.C., 
and Courthope-Munroe. SOLICITORS, Wadeson & Malleson; A. B. 
Bryceson. 


Mouton and 


[Reported by J. I. Srirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WALKER ». CRYSTAL PALACE FOOTBALL CLUB (LIM.). 
10th Nov. 


EMPLOYER AND WoRKMAN—FOooTBALL PLayeER—ContTRACT OF SERVICE— 
WorKMEN’S CompENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 13. 


A professional football player who enters into a contract with a club 
to play football through the season is a ‘* workman’”’ within the meaning 
of section 15 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. 


Appeal from an award of the judge of the Surrey County Court, 
Croydon, sitting as an arbitrator under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906. The applicant, G. Walker, was a professional football 
player, and on the 20th of April, 1908, he entered into an agreement 
with the Crystal Palace Football Club (Limited), whereby the clu 
engaged him for one year, from the 1st of May, 1908, for the purpose o 
playing football with the club, and Walker was not during such period 
to engage himself in the business of a publican or in any business con- 
nected with a public-house, or reside in a public-house or upon any 
licensed premises, or take part in professional running or any other 
sport without the consent in writing of the club. Walker agreed to 
serve the club for the purpose and period aforesaid, and not to engage 
himself to play football for any other person or club during the said 
period ; after the expiration of his agreement the club was to have the 
first offer to enter into a further engagement. The club agreed to pay 
Walker £3 10s, a week, and Walker agreed during the period aforesaid 
to play in all matches when required by the club, and to keep himself 
temperate, sober, and in good playing form, to attend regularly to train- 
ing, and observe the training and general instructions of the club, and do 
all that might by the club be deemed necessary to fit himself as an efficient 
football player, and in all respects to conform to the rules and laws of 
the Football Association. In the event of Walker’s neglecting or re- 
fusing to play in any match or to obey the training and general instruc- 
tiop, Jf the club, he was to pay a sum not exceeding £5 as liquidated 

pages, the club to have the power of suspension for any period the 
alrectors might determine. Walker, while playing in a football match 
met with an accident which incapacitated him from earning wages in 
any suitable employment. The county court judge came to the con- 
clusion that Walker was a workman within the meaning of the Acts 
and made an award in his favour. he club appealed. 
l'ne Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.K., and Firetcuer Moutton and Far- 
WELL, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


No. 2. 











Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the question was whether the 
respondent, who had been one of the parties to a written agreement, 
was a workman entitled to compensation under the Workmen’s Com 
pensation Act, 1906. The man in question was a professional football 
player, and the present appellants were the Crystal Palace Football 
Club (Limited), among whose objects as defined by their memorandum 
of association were to promote the game of football and other athletic 
sports, and establish and maintain teams, either amateur or profes 
sional. They were a limited company carrying on the business 
prescribed in their memorandum of association for profit. It was true 
that the element of profit was not essential, but in considering whether 
the relation of master and servant was in existence, it might be im 
portant to have regard to the fact that the master was carrying on 4 
business for profit. [His lordship referred to the agreement, and said 
that on the agreement and the instructions of the club, it 
was clear that Walker had agreed to dedicate his whole time and 
to attend regularly at certain days and hours, not merely for the 
purpose of playing, but also of training, and continued:] That 
being so, the court had to consider whether Walker was a 
workman, not in the ordinary sense in which the word was used in 
conversation in the street, but a workman within the definition found 
in section 13 of the Act of 1906. That definition was in the following 
terms : ‘“‘‘ Workman’ does not include any person employed otherwise 
than by way of manual labour whose remuneration exceeds £250 a 
year, or a person whose employment is of a casual nature, and who 
is employed otherwise than for the purposes of the employer’s trade or 
business, or a member of a police force, or an outworker, or a member 
of the employer’s family dwelling in his house, but, save as aforesaid, 
means any person who has entered into, or works under, a contract of 
service or apprenticeship with an employer, whether by way of manual 
labour, clerical work, or otherwise, and whether the contract 1s 
expressed or implied, is oral or in writing.” Without attempting to 
discuss the many cases which Mr. Russell had suggested might give 
rise to difficulty, in the present case his lordship felt himself unable 
to entertain any doubt that this man had entered into a contract 
of service with the club, in his lordship’s opinion, by way of 
manual labour, but whether that was so or not, it came within the 
words “‘ or otherwise.’’ The court would be narrowing the Act unduly 
if they were to say that this man was not within the Act. It had 
been argued that it made a difference that the man contracted to exer 
cise his skill, and that the company had no right to dictate to him 
how he should play. Walker was, however, bound to obey the general 
instructions of the club, and in particular he was bound in playing 
to obey the captain, who was the delegate of the club. It was im 
possible that a man should be taken out of the Act because in doing 
the particular work which he was bound to do, and as to which he 
obeyed general instructions, he also had power to exercise his own 
judgment. The county court judge was quite right, and the appeal 
must be dismissed. 

FLETCHER Mouton and Farwe tt, L.JJ., delivered judgments to 
the same effect.—Counser, (. A. Russell, K.C., and Campion; 
Shearman, K.C., and Shawcross. Sortcrrors, 8S. Price & Son, for 
Darnell & Price, Northampton, for the appellants; Charles 7. W. 
Oshorne, for Thomas Henry Hinchcliffe, Manchester, for the 
respondent. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrrtme, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
WILLE ». ST. JOHN AND OTHERS. 


REsTRICTIVE CoNDITIONS—EFFect oF REGISTRATION—LAND TRANSFER 
Act, 1875, s. 84—BuiLp1inc ScHEME. 


Registration under section 84 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, as 
amended by the First Schedule of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, of 
restrictive conditions binding registered land, does not, of itself, whether 
by virtue of the Acts, or as evidence of a building scheme, render the 
conditions enforceable by or against purchasers of different portions of 
the registered land. 


Warrington, J. 12th Nov. 


In this action the plaintiff sought a mandatory injunction directing 
the defendants to pull down a Roman Catholic church and priest’s house 
at Streatham, or, in the alternative, for damages on the ground that 
the buildings were erected in breach of certain restrictive conditions 
affecting the land on which they were built. The question raised by 
the action was whether the plaintiff, who was the purchaser of a small 
plot of land, part of a larger area of about fourteen acres conveyed as 
a whole to his vendor, could enforce certain restrictive conditions applied 
by a previous vendor to this fourteen acres as a whole against a pur- 
chaser, from the same vendor, of another plot. In other words, the 
question was whether there was affecting this land a general building 
scheme, from which it could be inferred that every purchaser of every 
plot could enforce the restrictive conditions against every other pur- 
chaser of every other plot. The facts of the case were as follows. The 
fourteen acres in question were part of the Du Cane settled estates. On 
the 19th of April, 1903, the fourteen acres were conveyed by the then 
owners of the settled estates to the defendant Montagu Holmes, by a 
deed containing a covenant by the purchaser for himself, his heirs, and 
assigns, with the vendors, their heirs, and assigns, and the owners or 
owner for the time being of the Du Cane settled estates for the 
observance of the restrictive conditions contained in the schedule to the 
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deed, so as to bind all persons into whose hands the land should come. 
The conditions in the schedule included a provision that no buildings 
should be erected on any part of the land other than private dwelling- 
houses. On the 13th May, 1903, the defendant Holmes caused 
himself to be registered as proprietor of the fourteen acres. At this 
date no mention was made o1 of the restrictive conditions. 
On the 6th of April, 1905. he transferred to the plaintiff the plot in 


1 the register 





question, and took from him a covenant to observe the restrictive condi- 
tions already referred ind also certain further conditions not con 
tained in the Du Cane conveyan On the same day he used to be 
entered on the regi nder the provisions of section 84 of the Land 
Transfer Act, mended by the first schedule « the Land 


Transfer Act, 1897, the negative stipulations contained in the deed of 
1903. The transfer ot plaintiff's plot was registered on the 12th of 
April, 1905, and o inserted the re strictions 
effected by the oblig nsfer. On 
the 26th of July, 1907 granted by the 
defendant Holmes ¢ purpose of the 


register ther el 
instrument ol 
idjoining plot of land was 


defendants for the 


mtained in his 


ther 


erection thereon of Ron Catholic chu and priest’s house The 
land was conveyed subject to the restrictive conditions in the deed of 
i903, but the vendor enanted with the purchasers that yuld not 
raise objection to a t and priest s house being erected The pul 
chasers did erect a nd priest’s house, which were the buildings 


complained of. 

WARRINGTON, -J., aft tating the facts, and the question inv 
The law regardi the facts 
scheme has been laid down by Parker, J 


ilved, 
building 
have been 


said : necessary to constitute a 





approved by the Cou Appeal, in the use Reacher 
(1908, 2 Ch. 374, at p. 384 But for section and Transfer 
Act, 1875, this case | have been quite a hopeless one for the 


plaintiff. The conditi 
vendor, but by a pre 


question were imposed, not by the 


vendo1 The 


common 
plaintiff was bound by the 


coudition, not by reas f a building scheme instituted by the de 
fendant Holmes, but b reason of th deed of 1903 There was no 
laving out of the land plots by Holmes, and no building scheme 
Has section 84 of the Act of 1875 made any difference Is the effect 
of the section, that, from the placing of the conditions on the register 
[ must infer an intent not only to impose conditions the land, 
but to impose on purchasers ybligations whi can be enforced by other 


purchasers? The secti provides that there may be registered as 
annexed to land a condition that such land is not to be built upon ; or 
is to be, or is not to be, used in a particular manner, or any other con 
dition running with, or lly annexed to land, and 

this is the really operative part—the first proprietor and every trans 
feree, and every other “deemed 
to be affected with not nothing in the 
Act rendering the conditior g enforced by the owner of 


ible of being legal 


deriving title 


from him, shall be 
f such conditior There is 


s capable of bein 


one plot against the o of another plot he section assumes thiut 
there is, independent f the Statute, some legal obligation which 
renders the conditions a xed to the land It merely authorizes their 


i 
registration as annex 
by registration. Ther othing whatever in 
can infer any building scheme on the 
This case does not n 
can enforce restrictive 


does not render them 


innexed to the lan 
this case from which I 
defendant Holmes 
vhicl purchase. 
her purchase ind, there 


part of the 
ithin the pri 


nciples on 


ints against anot 


fore, the action must be dismissed with costs.—Cot “SEL. for the 
plaintiff, F. Watt and / / Hoph WS, for the defendant Montagu 
Holmes, Howden, K.« d A. Ad > for the cther defendants 
P. S. Stokes. Sourcrroi Webster & Webster: Clou Hickip oe 


Steward; Fooks, Chadu {rne 


(Reported by Perey 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

REX +. SIR THOMAS SHANN AND OTHERS. fF» 

BREWERY (LIM.). Div. Court. 

Licensinc Acts—RENEWAL—COMPENSATION 


SIDER OFFER BY OWNERS TO SURRENDER 


Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), s. 1. 


under the Licensing Act. 


surrendey of licences 


parte WILSON'S 
25th Oct. 
AvutHority—RIGcuHrt tro Cu» 
OTHER LICENCES—LICENSING 


A compensation authority 
fo consider proposals as to 
towards the compensation 


1904, is 


and ¢ 


entitled 
niributions 
renewal ivi licences 


fund by appli ants for 


compensation authority of the City 
| bring up, for the purpose of 
refusing the renewal of a certain licence. and 
decide the question of the renewal, o1 
licence, according to law It appeared 
support of the rules that Wilson’s Brewery 
the owners of an ante-1869 Manchester, 


These were two rule cainst the 
of Manchester, one f ’ 
being quashed, an orde 
the other for a 
refusal of renewal, of the 
from the affidavit filed in 
(Limited) were 


eertiorar: to 


mandanus to 


bee house in 


known as the Church Inn, and that Edward Holt, of the Derby 
Brewery, owned a similar house, known as Egerton Inn, situated 
next door to the Church Inn. In February, 1909, notices were 


served upon the licensees of each of these premises that objection 
had been made to the renewal of the licences on the ground that they 
were not required. 1 
tion authority, and on the 


The justices referred the matter to the compensa 
1909. the question of the 


10th of 


June 








renewal of both the licences came before that body. No evidence was 
given of any redundancy of licensed houses in the neighbourhood. 
During the hearing the chairman of the compensation authority said 
that they were of opinion that there were not too many licensed houses 
for the requirements of the neighbourhood, and that they could not 
differentiate between the two inns, though they thought two licensed 
houses ought not to be allowed to remain so close to each other. At 
the chairman’s invitation the owners of the two licences offered to 
surrender two other houses, provided that the Church Inn and 
Egerton Inn were rebuilt in accordance with plans already deposited. 
These offers were not considered sufficient, and an opportunity was 
given to the two owners to increase them. No increase in the offers 
being forthcoming, the compensation authority, on the llth of June, 
refused the renewal of both the licences, adding, however, that bot} 
owners were at liberty to communicate any offer betwee 
that date and the 29th of July, when further consideration would be 
given to the matter at the supplemental meeting. During the interval 
Mr. Holt, the owne of the Everton Inn, increased his offer b 
volunt ering the forfeiture of another licence in addition to the tw 
then promised. Wilson’s Brewery, however, refused to make any 
furthei Accordingly, on the 29th of July, the compensa 
tion authority granted the renewal of the licence of the Egerton Inn 
but refused the renewal of the Church Inn, subject to the payment 
report made by the li ensing justices 
made by authority, it 


im re ised 


concession, 


of compensation. In_ the 


referred to in the affidavit the compensation 





was stated that the renewal of the Church Inn licence Was opposed 
by the police on the ground that the licence was not required. [i 
an affidavit filed in reply, Sir Thomas Shann stated that the offe 
made by Mr. Holt and the refusal by Wilson’s Brewery to increas 


theirs was never ‘* considered by the compensation authority. Th 
refusal to renew the licence of the Church Inn was based on the evi 
dence and an inspection of the plans. The was ot 
opinion that there were too many licensed houses in thi 
hood, and no statement made that the authority’s decision 
Was dependent upon an increased or any offer of licences or money, 
and both were decided upon their merits. In showing 
against the rules it was argued that the action of the compensatio1 
authority was justified by the plans alone, and that if there was any 
upon which the authority could differentiate between the tw 


authority 
neighbour 
Was evel 


Cases CaUst 


evidence 


houses, the court could not interfere. In support of the rules it 
was submitted that the compensation authority were bound to act 
upon the ordinary rules of judicial proceedings. In effect, what was 
done in the consideration of these two licences was to put the orde: 


took place 


of the authority up to auction. No judicial proceeding 
to prevail 


all, and if the system of procedure actually followed were 


the question would not be as to the rights of the parties, but as t 





who had the longest purse or the most houses to surrender. 

herd Atverstone, C.J., read the following judgment: I wish agai 
to call attention to the fact that rules must state the grounds; it is 
not a proper way of drawing up a rule to s% ‘* With reference t 


matters stated in the affidavits.’’ The court and the other side ought 
to be informed what are the grounds which are going to be raised. Witl 
the substantial facts are not in dispute. 
Two both in existence in the year 1869, and named 
respectively the Church Inn and the Egerton Inn, were situated 
by side in Russell-street, Manchester. In the month of February, 
1909, notices of objection were served upon the licensee of each of the 
houses, objecting to the renewal of their licences on the ground that they 
were not required. These applications were referred to and heard by the 
compensation authority on the 10th of June, 1909. We are satisfied 
that the question of the redundancy of public-houses in the neigh 
beurhood was distinctly raised at that hearing. It was also in evi 
dence that the accommodation and arrangements at both of the houses. 
the Church Inn and the Egerton Inn, were defective. 


regard to the rules before us, 
beerhouses, 


side 


and plans were 


produced for rebuilding both. At the further hearing of the appli 
cations for renewal, offers were made by both parties as to the 
surrender of other licences and payments to the compensation fund, 


and on the 11th of June the case was again adjourned to the 29th of 
July to see whether any further offer would be made by either party. 
Certain letters were written to the chairman, but he 
in his affidavit that it unanimously that the 
contents’ of the letters should be ignored and the cases decided upo 
the merits. The main ground urged in support of the rules 
the compensation authority had no right to consider any 
ofters made by the licensees respectively as to what the owners wer 
prepared to do in the way of surrender of other licences, or contribu 
tion to the compensation fund. It was contended that the reception 
and consideration of such offers vitiated the subsequent proceedings. 
It we thought that it was improper for the renewing 
the compensation authority to ascertain what licences 
owners were prepared to surrender in consideration of their renewal, 
we should agree with this contention. In was stated by the chai 
man and other magistrates who took part in the proceedings, that 
the decisions to renew the licence of the Egerton Inn and to dec*ye t 
renew the licence of the Church Inn were come to upon the meritef 
this would not get over the difficulty if we had thought that the eviden 
was inadmissible. It seems to us, however, that, having regard to 
the provisions of the Act of 1904, the compensation authority were 
entitled to consider, in deciding the question of renewal, what, if any, 
licences the respective owners would be prepared to surrender, or vhat 
contribution would be made to the fund. This principle, we think, 
was in substance recognized both by this court and the House of Lords 


Ryder (1907, A.C., 420), and we adhere to the 


stated 


was decided 


Was tnat 


question oi 


magistrates 01 
the respective 


in Leeds Corporation Vv. 
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language I used in the judgment—namely, “‘ That the fact that there 
had been a preliminary discussion as to the terms upon which (the 
owners) would be willing to surrender licences was not suffi- 
cient to justify the objection that the magistrates could not report 
these houses to the compensation authority.’”’ We cannot assent to 
the argument that the mere reception of information as to such offecs 
would, of necessity, vitiat2 the whole proceedings. For these reasons 
we think the rules should be discharged with costs.—CounsgL, /'. FL. 
Smith and Overend Evans, for the compensation authority; Sir 
Edward Carson, K.C., and Jordan, for Wilson’s Brewery. Soxicirors, 
Crowders, Vizard & Co., for Hockin, Beckton, d& Hockin, Manchester ; 
Chester, Broome, & Co., for Foyster, Waddington, & Foyster, Man 
chester. 
[Reported by Grratp Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


In the Matter of A SOLICITOR. Neville, J. 12th Nov. 
Sotic1ror—Costs—T axaTION—PRACTICE—CounTRY SOLICITOR—LONDON 
AGENT—ORDER OF COURSE. 

An order directing a London agent to deliver a bill of costs to his 
country client will not be discharged on the ground that it is contrary 
to the practice of the Chancery Division to grant a country client such 

an order ona pe tition of course. 

Smith v. Dimes (4 Lach. Rep. 32) followed. 

This case was commenced by cross notices of motion for leave to issue 
a writ of attachment against a solicitor for non-compliance with an 
order for the delivery of his bill of costs, and to discharge the said 
order. The only facts which need be set out are these. The solicitor 
whom it was sought to attach had acted in certain matters as the London 
agent of a country solicitor. The latter had obtained the order which 
it was sought to discharge on a petition of course. The order directed 
the London agent to supply to the country solicitor a bill of costs in 
respect of the matters in which he had acted as the latter’s agent. 
The London agent sought to have the order discharged on the ground 
that, as was alleged on his behalf, it is not in accordance with the 
long-established practice of the Court of Chancery to grant a country 
solicitor an order for the taxation of his London agent’s bill on a petition 
of course. It was contended that a country solicitor, if entitled to such 
an order at all, could only obtain it on a special application. Oséle v. 
Christian (1 T. & R., at p. 324) and Ward v. Eyre (15 Ch. D., at p. 130) 
were relied on in support of this view as shewing that before the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73) the Court of Chancery would 
only exercise its inherent jurisdiction to direct taxation on the special 
terms of the sum being brought into court, and that a country solicitor 
was not a ‘‘ client ’’’ within the meaning of section 17 of the definition 
contained in the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. 
c. 28), nor, as was alleged, was the relationship covered by the terms 
of section 37 of the Act of 1843. 

NEVILLE, J., in giving judgment, said : The question here is whether 
a country solicitor can obtain an order of course for the taxation of 
the bill of costs of his London agent. The rights of the client are not 
affected. It appears that up to the Act of 1843 there was no right 
on the part of the country solicitor to have the bill taxed. The Court 
of Chancery had inherent jurisdiction to direct taxation, but refused 
to do so unless the sum in question was brought into court. Smith v. 
Dimes was a decision to the effect that after the Act of 1843, under 
section 37 of that Act, the country solicitor had a right to have the 
bill taxed in a proper case, and that decision has been unchallenged 
from then on. There have been decisions in equity to the effect that 
a country solicitor is not a ‘‘client’’ so as to have the benefit of section 
17 of the Act of 1870, and is not within the definition clause of that 
Act, but these decisions are not in conflict with Smith v. Dimes. The 
question here is whether, in a proper case, the country solicitor can get 
such an order on a petition of course or only on a special application. 
It is said that on a petition of course it is always the practice to direct 
the sum to be brought into court, but section 37 of the Act of 1843 
contains a direct provision to the contrary. Is there any reason why a 
country solicitor should not obtain an order of course? I see none. I 
have to consider whether, in the present case, there are any special 
circumstances rendering it improper for an order of course to have 
been granted, and I see none. All that the London agent is directed by 
the order to do is to supply a bill in respect of the matters in which he 
acted for the country solicitor as his agent. I think that the order was 
rightly obtained, and if there was any special agreement relating to the 
costs the taxing master will take it into consideration in the taxation. 
I dismiss the motion to discharge the order, with costs, but it is not a 
proper case in which to allow a writ of attachment to issue, because of 
the counter motion to discharge the order.--Counset, for the motion to 
attach, Micklem, K.C., and Ward Coleridge ; for the motion to discharge 
the order, Russell, K.C., and 2. H. Roupe Reeve. Soxicrrors, Church, 
Rendall, & Co; William Wilde. 


[Reported by PERcy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Lord Justice Kennedy has been absent from the Court of Appeal for 
several days, owing to a severe cold, and Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady has 
been sitting with that court. ' 





Societies. 
United Law Society. 


Nov. 15.—Mr. H. W. Knocker, of Sevenoaks, moved : ‘‘ That the 
case of Copestake v. Hoper (1908, 2 Ch. 10) was wrongly de: ided.”” 
Mr. A. H. Jolly opposed. The motion was lost, on a division, by 
eight votes. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

LINcOLN’s-InnN.—C. E. Seton; G. W. Daman, Balliol Coll., Oxford, 
M.A.; C. T. Agar, Camb. Univ. ; Gordon Smith, Merton Coll., Oxford ; 
A. C. O. Morgan, Trin. Coll., Camb. ; H. P. Hamilton, Hertford Coll., 
Oxford, M.A. ; J. N. Gray, Univ. Coll., Oxford, B.A. ; Martin Hopkin- 
son, Univ. Coll., Oxford, B.A.; A. Y. Ting; Jiban Kumar Das Gupta ; 
Maung Hla-Pé; R. G. Gill, St. John’s Coll., Camb., B.A. ; A. J. Wells ; 
and Maung Ba Kyaw. 

Inner Tempte.—J. B Lindenbaum, B.A., LL.B., Camb., certificate 
of honour, Trinity Term, 1907; H. O. 8. Wright, LL.B., London, certi- 
ficate of honour, Trinity Term, 1907; G. F. Grigs, LL.B., London ; 
J. G. Russell, B.A., Oxford; R. G. Leigh, B.A., Oxford; Hon. 
A. E. A. Napier, B.A., Oxford; E. Bell, B.A., Oxford; A. J. L. Scott, 
B.A., Oxford; F. W. Evans; C. W. Mercer, B.A., Oxford; H. B. 
Kendall, B.A., Camb. ; G. Aspinall, B.A., Camb. ; E. W. Willett, B.A., 
LL.B., Camb. ; H. S. Captain, B.A., Oxford; C. Bethell, B.A., LL.B., 
Camb. ; R. C. Owen-Wells, B.A., Oxford; E. Gore-Browne, B.A., Ox 


ford; H. R. Panckridge, B.A., Oxford; W. I. R. Crowder, B.A, 
Camb.; F. W. Beney, B.A., Oxford; M. H. H. Macartney, B.A., 
Camb.; Hon. R. W. H. O’Neill, Oxford; N. W. Freeman, B.A., 


Oxford; E. F. Robinson, B.A., Oxford ; C. G. 
G. W. Yates, LL.B., Liverpool ; D. D. 
A. L. Lemon, London; F. 8. Modera, 
B.A., Oxford; A. K. Ingram; A. J. C. 
Chappell, LL.B., Liverpool 

Mivpie Tempte.—J. L. Pratt, Studentship and Certificate of Honour 
C.L.E., Trinity Term, 1909; J. C. V. Behan, B.A., B.C.L., Univ. Coll 
Oxon, M.A., LL.B., Melbourne, Vinerian and Eldon Scholarships, 
Certificate of Honour C.L.E., Easter Term, 1906; D. N. Pritt, Certi 
ficate of Honour C.L.E., Easter, 1909; Parashuram Gopal Masurekar, 
B.A., LL.B., Bombay, Certificate of Honour C.L.E., Michaelmas Term, 
1909; P. H. A. Baerlein; Ragaratnam Vedanayagam Rhenius, M.A., 
Edin. ; L. H. Centeno; Pha Htaw, M.A., Worcester Coll., Oxford ; 
W. R. Wilkin, B.A., Camb. ; Gnanam Dhanasawmy Pillai, B.A., Madras 
Univ., M.A., LL.B., Edin.; M. H. Anderson; F. L. Ratto, B.A., 
Merton Coll., Oxford; R. T. Cannot; Shamnath Mushran, M.A., 
Allahabad. Worcester Coll., Oxford; C. W. Dawson, B.A., Camb. ; 
E. M. F. Nicholson; William Owen; P. L. A. Gournay; N. A. C. E. 
Duvivier ; Suleiman Moossaji Manga; A. L. Law; Arjun Nath Atal; 
W. Meakin, M.A., LL.M., Camb.; P. A. F. B. Geneve; H. Verney, 
LL.B., B.C., Manchester, B.Sc., London; Meherban Hormusji Hakim ; 
R. Fanthorpe; A. V. Hill; H. W. Dollar; H. Sacker; Ali Uddin 
Ahmad; R. C. C. Hockley; W, H. Tribe, M.A., Oxon; E. B. Connell ; 
E. W. Perera; R. F. Blakiston, B.A., Oriel Coll., Oxford; L. M. 
Maartensz. 

Gray’s-InNN.—Jnanadabhiram Borooah; Mohan Lal Varma; Ralph 
Hall; S. J. S. Barlatt, B.A., Durham Univ. ; F. J. de Verteuil; J. J. 
Buchan, M.D., Glasgow, Medical Officer of Health to the Borough of St. 
Helens ; H. R. 8. Zehnder. 


E. Farmer, B.A., Oxford ; 
Jones, B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; 
B.A., Oxford; M. G. Holmes, 
Sington, B.A., Camb. ; R. kh. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatine Socrety.—Noy. 16.—Chairman, Mr. 8S. A. 
Guest.—The subject for debate was: “That the Office of Censor of Plays 
should be Abolished.” Mr. T. B, Harston opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. H. M. Myers opened in the negative. The following members con- 
tinued the debate : Messrs. Meyer, Krauss, Parry, Talhot, Latey, Kafka, 
Morriss, Platts, Lemon, Alexander, Humphreys, Hendereon, Pleadwell, 
and Eves. The motion was lost by five votes. 

BrrMINGHAM LAw Stupents’ Socrety.—Nov, 16.—Mr. Gardner 
Tyndall in the chair.—The following moot point was debated ; “A obtains 
judgment for £100 against B, who, at the time, is A’s creditor for £150, 
Before the satisfaction of the judgment B assigns his debt to C, by way 
of security. A, shortly after, becomes bankrupt, and, subsequently to 
the date of the receiving order, B pays off C’s charges and seeks to set 
off the amount of £150 due to him against the debt he owes to A’s 
estate. The trustee disputes his right to do so on the ground that at 
the date of the receiving order C was the assignee of the debt. Is B’s 
claim well founded?” Mr. R. W. Frazier opened in the affirmative, and 
was supported by Messrs. G. A. Baker, G. H. Willcox, H. F. Bensley, 
and T. H. Ekins; Mr, E. C. G, Clarke opened’ in the negative, and was 
supported by Mr. M. I. Clutterbuck. After the openers had replied, 
the chairman summed up, and on the question being put to the meeting 
the voting resulted in a verdict for the affirmative by a majority of 
seven. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceed- 
ings. 
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Mr. Justice Jelf on the Deficiency 
of Judges. 


Mr. Justice Jelf, in charging the grand jury at 
Assizes, says the 7'imes, said that. when the 
the new Lord Mayor of London on 
at the Royal Courts of Justice, he made some weighty and 
forcible remarks upon a_ subject of great importance to all 
the inhabitants of the country, and especially to the poorer suitors. 
The Lord Chief Justice was referring to the necessity for more judges 
which had been so long felt, and had been over and over again pressed 
upon the authorities by those who knew best about the judicial work. 
According to his limited experience on that circuit he could most amply 
corroborate what the Lord Chief Justice had said, and he believed that 
each of his brethren who were on other circuits could do precisely the 
same. At any rate, he should like to tell them his experience on the 
Oxford Circuit. He arrived in Stafford on Wednesday night at 9.30. 
It was the Commission day, and the intention of the Commission day 
was that the judge should have breathing space in order that he might 
first of all change his quarters, and then have an opportunity of dealing 
with the business of the Assizes, to be ready for Assize day. There 
were forty-ceven sets of depositions to deal with at those Assizes when 
he arrived at 9.30, and he asked them whether it was reasonable to ex 
pect a judge, who, after all, was only a man, to be able to deal with 
business of that amount when on the same day he had been sitting for 
95 hours, engaged in court with a difficult and anxious ] 
occupied every moment of his time and every moment of his thoughts. 
That was not an isolated case on that circuit. He was able to tell them 
from statistics which had been kept that there had been only one single 
day that he might call an offt-day in which there had been no 
business, except the travelling days. Upon two of the travelling days— 


the Stafford 
Lord Chief Justice received 
the 9th of November 


case 


two of the other Commission days—he had been engaged at the town 
where he was finishing the business, and unable until late to arrive at 
the town where he had to begin business the next day In one case, 


coming from Monmouth to Hereford, he arrived at Hereford about half 
past nine at night in a motor-car, and on that occasion had sat for nine 
hours in dealing with the work at Monmouth, from 10 a.m. until 7 p.m 
This was putting too much work upon the judges, and the opinion which 


seemed to prevail, even in high quarters f course, because they had 


not got proper information—that the judges on circuit were wasting 
their time, or time was being wasted, by the way in which business was 
dealt’ with was an absolute fallacy. There was no real foundation for 


the statement, and he believed they would find that that was so where- 
ever they looked, and therefore the a of gerrymandering the 
circuits in order to try to do away with the necessity of providing for 
the country more judicial power in the present day, when it required so 
much, muet be abandoned. He would go even further and say, with- 
out hesitation, that if this amount of work was to be put upon them, it 
would not only fail to be conducive to the proper discharge of the 
functions of the judges and of the juries in dealing with cases, ow'ng 
to the long sittings, but that unquestionably there was a danger created 
by euch extra work both to the health of the judges and even to their 
lives. He also felt sure of this—that if there was, had heard, 
though he could hardly credit it, in high places, among honourable, fair 
minded men who had to deal with these matters, the idea that time was 
being wasted on circuit, and if those gentle men ce vald be 
present and what there really was on cireuit, and 
see and hear what he had just been telling the grand jury, they would be 
the first to acknowledge that it would be little short of a s andal that 
not only should that extra work be put upon the judges, but that at the 
same time there should be any suggestion, such as had been made, that 
the judges were in any frittering away their time and not doing the 
utmost of their duty to the country. He made those remarks because 
when the judges were pressed, as they were pressed, they most keenly 
resented any suggestion made, as it had been made in the Press, if not 
in high quarters, that they were not doing their duty. A more unjust 
charge to make against public servants who were doing more than their 
duty could hardly be imagined. If new judges ought to be appointed, 
let them be appointed, and the business of the country properly dealt 
with at the expense of the country, who must pay those who were doing 
In the circumstances he had mentioned he had not been 
able to grapple with the forty-seven sets of depositions, or give the grand 
jury euch assistance as he always desired to give if possible. His average 
hours of work on the Oxford Circuit had been 6.3. He had had the 
kind and gratuitous assistance of either Mr. Vachell, K.C., or Mr. 
Acland, K.C., for five full days, and he could not have done without it. 
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Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 
Hvucu Butketey Kent and Frank Hotroyp, solicitors (Kent & 
Holroyd), Liverpool. Sept. 30. [Gazette, Nov. 12. 


Information Required. 


Dr. Epwarp Hepsurne Seccomsr, M.B., deceased.—Any solicitor, 
person, or corporation having in their posséssion a will dated 16th of 





which $ 





August, 1902, of the late Dr. Edward Hepburne Seccombe, of 81, Bel- 
grave-road, London, and of Poundsgate, Ashburton, South Devon, or any 
knowledge of the revocation thereof, or any Will, Codicil, or other testa- 
mentary disposition of a later date than the 16th of August, 1902, or 
having knowledge of the execution by the deceased of any such Will, 
Codicil, or other testamentary disposition, are requested to communi- 
cate with Messrs. St. Barbe, Sladen, & Wing, solicitors, 1, Delahay 
street, Westminster. 


General. 


We are informed that Volumes XVII. to XX. of the Statutes 
Revised, comprising the period 1887 to 1900, have now been published. 


It is announced that the Secretary for Scotland has appointed Mr. 
Robert Hendry, advocate, to be Junior Counsel to the Secretary for 
Scotland under the Private Legislation Procedure (Scotland) Act, 1899, 
in the room of Mr. John Harvey, deceased. 


A course of lectures on ‘ International Law,”! by Sir John Macdonell, 
(Quain Professor of Law at University College), announced to begin at 
the London School of Economics and Political Science on Thursday, the 
25th of November, at 5.30 p.m., is postponed until Thursday, the 2nd 
of December, at 5.30 p.m. Full particulars of the course, which is open 
to the public without fee or ticket, can be obtained on application to 
the secretary of University College. 


A facetious member of the Law Society is much concerned, says a 
writer to the Globe, because the Chancellor of the Exchequer’s por 
trait, which was presented to the society several months ago, has not yet 
been “ hung’’ in the society’s hall. The portrait, like Mr. Lloyd George 
himeelf, has its engagements in the provinces. It is to be exhibited, 
with the permission of the Council of the Law Society, at the forth 
coming exhibitions at the Art Galleries of Leeds, Bradford, and Bristol. 


Last Friday's London Gazette contains an Order in Council establish 
ing a Court of Appeal for Eastern Africa for the hearing and determina 
tion of appeals from his Majesty’s Courts in the East Africa, Uganda, 
and Nyasaland Protectorates. The members of the court are to be th 
judges and acting judges of the Protectorates for the time being. and 
such other competent persons of not less than five years’ standing at the 
English, Scotch, or Irish Bar as the Colonial Secretary may appoint 
from time to time. . 


In the course of a case tried on Tuesday Mr. Justice Darling said he 
wished to make an announcement for the convenience of persons practis 
ing in his court. The judges were having great difficulty in dealing 
with arrears. Most of the remedies suggested would require an Act of 
Parliament. The duration of Parliament was uncertain, and it was 
therefore right for any judge to take such steps as he could to expedite 
the work. For his part, he had decided to sit until 4.30 on each day 
(except Saturday) until further notice. 

Nobody wiil be surprised, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, 
except. perhaps, the Irish Master of the Rolls—who asserts that the 
judges of Ireland do more work than their brethren in England—by Mr. 
Asquith’s intimation to the House of Commons that the Government. has 
its eye upon the Four Courts. The business transacted by ten King’s 
Bench judges in Dublin is about one-seventh of the total volume of work 
done by sixteen King’s Bench judges in London. About 160 causes were 
tried in Dublin in 1907; in London the figure for the year was over 


1,200. 


' 

At Warwick, on the 15th inst., says the Times, Mr. Justice Pickford, 
in his charge to the grand jury, said that in a great many cases where 
legal aid was applied for by prisoners under the Poor Prisoners’ Defence 
Act the magistrates had refused to deal with them, and had referred the 
applicants to the judges. He would suggest that the magistrates should 
deal with all ordinary applications, for the judge had merely the deposi 
tions before him, whereas the magistrates had the witnesses, the prisoner, 
and every facility for making inquiries. One important matter which 
the judge could not decide on the depositions was whether the prisoner 
was poor and unable to obtain the means of defending himself. In one 
case which was referred to him, and in which he refused aid, not on the 
ground of means, but on general grounds, the prisoner instructed both 
solicitor and counsel himself, thereby showing that his was not a case 
for the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act at all. 


Mr. Delphin Michael Delmas, the Californian lawyer who defended 
Harry Thaw and secured the acquittal of Molineaux, the millionaire in 
the “poison-by-post”’ case, is, says the Evening Standard, in London 
on legal business. In California, as in New York, his name is one to 
conjure with. His novel methods of defence and the ingenious pleas he 
raises are known across the whole continent. Once he was defending a 
man charged with murder, and when the prosecution had completed 
their case, ‘‘ Unwritten Law ’’ Delmas rose, and, turning to the jury, 
gave them a dramatic eurprise. “Gentlemen,” he began, “I have only 
one witness, a friend of the man in the dock. If he can be made to 
speak he will prove my client innocent of this deed.’’ Then in a loud 
voice he called the name of the murdered man three times. In the 
silence that followed Mr. Delmas raised his hand, and after a long 
pause added :—“ My witness has been called to a higher tribunal, but if 
he were here he would be the first to speak for his friend.’’ Molineaux, 
the millionaire who was accused of sending poison by post, was sentenced 
to death, but the eloquence of Mr. Delmas and the fresh facts he pro- 
duced on appeal saved his client and restored him to freedom. 
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Mr. Justice Bucknill, in charging the grand jury at the York Assizes, 
referred to a case of manslaughter which, he said, arose out of “ beastly 
drunkenness.’’ It was not improbable that men were allowed to go into 

.a public-house when they had had too much drink. Yegislation on 
temperance was all very well, but, after an experience of forty years as 
counsel at the Bar, as recorder of a large city, and as one of the judges 
of the High Court, he said that the severest punishment should be meted 
out to publicans who allowed men to get drunk on their premises, and 
who served drink to drunken men. Nothing could be done by legislation 
or by licensing Acts if those poor, wretched creatures who fell into the 
temptation of receiving drink from friends were supplied while still 
under the influence of drink. Some means should be devised, even to 
the employment of detectives, to prevent those poor creatures from being 
supplied with drink. 


Some interesting opinions were delivered in the Scottish case of 
Williamson v. Meikle (46 8S. L. R. 915), says a writer in the Law 
Magazine and Review, on wrongful intention in the use of a trade name. 
It was practically conceded that in this case there was no wrongful 
intention, but it was maintained that there had been wrong in fact, in 
respect of which the pursuer was entitled to the remedy of interdict. 
The managing director of the Kelvindale Chemical Co. severed his con 
nection with that company, and started a similar business in the same 
neighbourhood under the name of Kelvinside Chemical] Co. The evidence 
went to show that. the similarity of the names had led to inconvenience 
through misdirection of correspondence, but the court held that the 
pursuer, who sought interdict, had failed to establish that the name 
chosen by the defender was calculated to mislead his customers or to 
divert his business. The sheriff-substitute, before whom the case first 
came, amd afterwards the sheriff on appeal, granted the interdict, but 
the court recalled it. Lord Skerrington said: “ It is trite law that, apart 
from statute, there can be no right of exclusive property in a name, 
either a name under which a trader carries on his business or a name 
which he chocees to apply to his goods. The remedy which the law 
gives to a person who has used a particular name in trade is, that he is 
entitled to prevent others using the same name in such a way as is 
likely to mislead the public into thinking that the business or the 
goods so described is or are the business or the goods of the pursuer.” 


Little is known, says the Law Magazine and Review, concerning the 
deliberations of the International Maritime Conference at Brussels, 
as is of course natural in the case of an_ official congress, 
the delegates to which represent their governments. It was held 
at Brussels in early October, and was attended on the part of Great 
Britain by the Hon. Mr. Justice Pickford, Mr. Leslie Scott, K.C., and 
Mr. H. Gadley, of the Board of Trade. Four draft conventions have 
for some time been propounded for adoption, dealing respectively with 
salvage, collision, mortgage, and limitation of liabilty. It appears that 
a substantial approach has been made at Brussels to a nearer agreement 
on these matters than was found possible at the Antwerp Conference of 
1905; though, as the conference has been adjourned over the winter, it 
would be premature to assert that entire unanimity has been reached. 
Continental nations appear to be willing to accept the ship-master’s 
lien for disbursements; while with regard to the delicate question of 
limitation of liability, it appears to have been possible to arrive at 
some accommodation between British and foreign views. It is not 
exactly true even now to say that a British owner’s liability in case of 
collision is necessarily greater than that of a French owner. The latter 
may easily be liable to very much more than £8 per ton damages if his 
ship survives in fair condition. It will ‘be interesting to see what line of 
compromise is recommended for adoption between such radically diverse 
views as those which respectively limit the liability of the shipowner 
to the value of the res after collision, and to an arbitrary percentage of 
a guees at its value before it. Compulsory pilotage seems to have been 
the great difficulty in the way of the adoption of the collision conven 
tion. “On the Continent, a pilot is not understood to assume control of 
the ship. Consequently, compulsory pilotage is no defence ; the pilot is 
only the adviser of the captain. It is easy to understand this view. But 
it is difficult to see why it should be applied to British vessels, on board 
of which the pilot is supreme. In fact, the Britich delegates appear to 
have made a strong point of the unfairness which would be produced by 
such an application of the inappropriate principle. There seems to have 
been some tendency, however, to barter its adoption for a modification 
of the continental rules in respect of the limitation of liability. Such a 
bargain would hardly fulfil the description of a compromise “ where the 
principle isn’t given up.’’ It seems rather to introduce one anomaly 
into English maritime law on condition that another is introduced into 
that of continental countries. Twenty-four States definitely approved 
the collision convention and also the salvage convention. Pending the 
arrival of April, the work of deliberation will be continued by corre- 
spondence. 





The directors of the Legal Insurance Co. (Limited) have opened a 
branch office at Prudential-buildings, Southampton. 








PeRsonaL ATTENTION, THE Best Goops, AND MoperatTe PRIcEs. 
Dipstate and Son, Tailors, 40, High Holborn (first floor). Opposite 
Chancery-lane. Next to the First Avenue Hotel. Established for over 
eighty years at 301, High Holborn, W.C.—[Apvrt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

D Emercency Apreat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
ate. Rota. No. 2. Jovor. Swinrew Eapy. 

Monday ...Nov. 22 Mr Beal Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Leach 

Tuesday ....... Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 












Wednesday Goldschmidt Greswell Church Beal 
Thursday . Synge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Friday .... Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday Theed Charch Farmer Synge 
) Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Warrinaton. NEVILLE PARKER. Eve. 
Monday ...Nov. 22 Mr Theed Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Farmer 
Tuesday ......... 23 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
Wednesday ...... 24 Farmor Synge Bloxam Borrer 
Thursday ......... 25 Leach Church Farmer Beal 
Friday = Borrer Theed Leach Greswell 
Saturday ....... au Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 








Vindi Noti 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwtrep in CHanorry. 


Bernuem (Mazor) Gorn Mines, Lrp (1x _Liquspation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 24, to send their names and addreases, and the particulars of their debts 
or cleims, to Tom Donald, Salisbury House, London wall, liquidator 

Duryrorp Horet, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 8, directed to be heard 
at the Guildhall, Plymouth, Dec 15, Woolcombe & Sons, Plymouth, solors for the 

trer. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clcck 
in the afternoon of Dec 14 

Enerisn AND Forricw Sywnrcatr, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 10, 
directed to be heard Noy 23. Rartrum. 9, Old Jewry chmbrs. solor for the netner, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
af'ernoon of Nov 22 

tenerat Finance anp Crenit Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 9, 
directed to be heard Nov 23. Abraham & Co, 5, Tokenhoure yard, Lothbury, solors 
for the petner. Notics of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 22 

James Harpmay & Son, Lrp—Oreditora are required, or before Dec 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Harry 
Fcampton, Market st, Wigan, Graham & Uneworth, solors to the liqu'dator 

Liguip Carckx Sywprcatr, Lro—reditors are required, on or before Dec 24, to send 
their names and afdresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rodolph 
T. Marsden, 18, E!don et, liquidator 

Liwynypia AND TonyPpANDY ConsErRVATIVE CLUB ButLpiIne Sy¥npicatr, L.1p—Creditors 
sre required, on or before Nov 27, to send in their names end addresses, with par- 
tieulars of their debts or claims, to John Middleton, 26, Gilmour st, Tonypandy, 
South Wales, liquidator 

Lone Eaton anp District Lauwrry awn Carpet Beatrne Co, Lro—Creditors ara 
required, on or befor Dec 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Alfred George Potts, York chmbrs Long Eaton, liquidator 

Partinetow Pyrrumatio WaeEkt Co, Ltn—Creditora are required, on or before Dec 20, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to 
R. Toye Vise, 16, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, liquidator 

Repverave Mitt Co (Nerson), Lro (1m Votuntary Liqurpatron)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 30, to send in their names and addresses, and the 
str er mag of their debts or claims, to John Stansfield, 2a, Albert rd, Colne, 

iquidator 

Ruopesta Copper Co, Lrp (1m Liqurpatron)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Tom Donald, Salisbury House, London wall, liquidator 

8. A. Mineracs Sywpicars, Lrp (1x Liqgurpation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 24, to send their rames and pddresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Tom Donald, Salisbury House, London wall, liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspayr, Nov. 16, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 


EaGirmawk Coneourpatrp Gotp Minine Co, Lrv (in Liqurpation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send their namesand addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to J. Durie Pattullo. 65, London wall, liquidator 

Eayrt anp Svupan Mrisine Synpicarr, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
31, to send their names and addreerses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen st pl. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester st, 
solors for liquidator 

Laurence E, Aten & Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, to send 
their names and addrerses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Brooke Bryden, 108a, Cannon at, liquidator 

Mint Co-oprrative Civus, Lip—Petn for windirg up, presented Nov 5, directed to 
be heard Nr v 30. Headley, 5, Clement’s inn, Strand, for Norman & Stigant, Chat- 
hem, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not Jater 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 25 

Rapvua Manvuracturtre Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up presented Nov 11, directed 
to be heard Nov 30. Bulbeck, Budge row, solor for the petners. Notice of oppear- 
ing must reach the ahove nared rot later than 6 o’clock in the afterncon of Nov 29 

Svaxin Mixina Syypicate, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 3), to 
send their names and addrerses,and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Frederick Garland, 6, Queenstpl, Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester 
st, colors for the liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Faivay, Nov. 12. 


Rep@rave Mitt Co (Nersor), Lrp. 
Caovurosouc anp GENERAL Trapine Co, Lro. 
Tropicat Pranrers Synvicate Lap. 
Dsertopee ConsoLtipatep Mines, Lr. 
Cenrrat Surety Storss Lrp. 

Pius Synprcare, Lrp. 

Brown & Bernasgp, Lrp. 

Goma Apixa Co, Lro. 

Ratton Gaspen SHanre Synpicate, Lrp. 
Ame trornatgsp Orn Syxpicate, Lrp. 
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W. G. Grorar & Co, Lrp, 
O. B. Harersonr, Ltp. 
Curcuester AND Setsry Motor Ownrsvs Oo, Lrp. 
Yorxsuree O1us, Bremrnenam, Ltd, 

Curnsonese Synpicatr, Lrp. 

H. J. Francis & Co, Lro. 

H. Spencer (Jewacienrs), Lrp. 

Youra Instauiations (INTERNATIONAL), LTD. 
Hore. Tevst, Lrp. 


London Gazette.—TurspaYy, Nov. 16, 


Eeyrrr ayp Scnpanw Minine Sywprcate, Lrp. 

Susxiw Minine Sywproate, Lrp. 

Eacienawk Consotipatpp Goin Mrnine Co, Lrp (Reconstruction) 
AnG.o-Amertcan Cartie# Propuctrs Co, Lip, 

R. C. Morris, Lrp. 

Harey M. Mriron, Lro, 

Bertish Mavay Estates, Lro. 

Breineritetp Carmicat Co, LTp. 

Nicaraaeoa Co, Lrp, 

Mines Corporation of New Zeavanp, Lrp. 

Lorpow anp ContinentAL Investment Corporation, Ltp. 
Vauwtore Corporation, Lrv. 

Universat Devetormerr (Co, Lrp 

INTERNATIONAL Westeoumite, Lrp. 

Pountwery Syypicate, Lro. 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Nov. 23.—Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnarpson & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Ground-rents (see advertisement, page xv, Oct. £0). 


Nov. 24.—Messrs. Dovetas Younc & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rent 
(see advertisement, back page, Noy. 13). 
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London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 12. 


Cartmet, Jonny, Liverpool Dec 11 Cartmel v Radcliffe, Joyce,J Ryland, Liver- 
poo ee . 

Lewis, Jawe, Pontygwaith,Glam Dec16 Price v Rees and Williams, Swinfen Eady, J 
Davies, Porth, Giam 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Nov. 9. 


| Axprews, GrorGE, Lichfleld Dec31 Russell & Son, Lichfield 
| ARMFIELD, CHARLES, Cairn's rd, Clapham junc, Dyer Dec6 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry 


chmbrs 


| Asuworrn, Jouy, Blackburn, Coal Merchant Dec 20 Sharples & Son, Accrington 


Barnes, Grorce, Runham Vauxhall, Norfolk, Salt Merchant Dec 6 Harmer & Co, Gt 
Yarmouth 

Bravmost. Hannan, Soothill, Batley, Yorks Dec 4 Brearley & Son, Batley 

Benyetr, Sagan, South Shields Dec6 Scott, jun, South Shields 

Bouvet, Louis Gzorees, Bordeaux Dec10 Selim, Minciug ln 

Brabiey, SARAH Ann, Beckenham Dec10 Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 

BrennanD, Jane, Slaidburn, Yorks Dec18 Todd, Lancaster 

Buckuey, Lovisa Emity, Sunderland rd, Forest Hill Dec 31 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 


| Cuapuix, James, Penselwood, nr Wincanton, Farmer Dec 16 Freame & Co, Gilling- 


| Garpyer, Jonny, Stourbridge Nov 20 


Nov, 29.—Messre. Mrvart & Co., atthe Mart, at 2: Leasehold Shop Premises, Family | 


Residences, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this wesk). 


Dec. 1.—Messrs, Reynoups & Eason, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Business Premises 
(see advertisement, back page, Nov. 13). 

Dec. 1.—Meesrs. Percy H. Cranxe & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, back page, Nov, 13). 


Dec, 1.—Wessrs, Enwiw Fox & Bousrietp, at the Mart, at 2: Sharos (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 


Dec. 8.—Mesers. Tao.iorz, at the Mart: Residence (see advertisement, page xv, 


Oct. 30). 


Dec. 8.—Mesars. Warr & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investment (see adver- 
tisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lirz Poiitcres AND Reversioxyary ANNUITY, 


Mesers. H. E. Fostsr & Cranrriecp held their usuai Hortnightly Sale (No. 895) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Toursday last, when 
ee lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 

5, — 

REVERSIONARY ANNUITY of £500 


+ Sold £1,000 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £2.000 


° ose eve coe eee »» £1,410 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £3,457... oes oak nae , »» £1,950 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE for £2,000 eee . ys - £1,220 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazette—Fripay, Nov. 5. 


Harzisoy, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper Dec2 Harrison and Others lay- 
lock, Swinfen Eady, J Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne ro 


Suapracu, Saran Ann, Cross st, Islington, Newsagent Dec 6 Robison v Shadrach, 


Swinfen Eady, J Nicholls, Old Jewry chmbrs 





ham, Dorset 

Cuark,Georce. Bath Dec12 Meade-King & Sons, Bristol 

Constantine, WituraMm Rickert, Sheffield, Farnishing Ironmonger Dec 6 Newsom & 
Binns, Moorhead, Sheffield 

Covcumay, Any, Gravesend Dec8 Lovell & Son, Gravesend 

Cox, Ex1zaBetu, Quarry Bank, Staffs Nov 29 Mobberley, Lye, nr Stourbridge 

Duacay, Ann Manta, Beeston, Leeds Janl J B& J A Brooke, Leeds 

Fisuer, Harry Joun, Hastings Nov 30 Langham & Co, Hastings 

Fore a eae New Windsor, Berks, Builder Nov 30 Lovegrove & Durant, 
Windsor 

Fotrnercitt, Coates, Workington, Cumberland Nov24 Paisley & Co, Workington 

Mobberley, Lye, nr Stourbridge 

Govugtay, Wi_t1Am, Weston super Mare, Engineer Dec 15 Smith & Sons, Weston 
super Mare 

Grauam, Mary, Preston Jan5 Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

GrirFitHs, WiLt1AmM, Woodseaves, nr Market Drayton, Salop Dec 24 Warren & Co, 
Market Drayton 

Gusstong, Fanxy, Southampton Dec 21 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Gunstoxe, Henry, Southampton Dec 21 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Hawxcuarp, Epwix, Boscombe, Bournemouth Dec 1 Guillaume & Sons, Bournemouth 

Hascaarb, Exiza, Boscombe, Bournemouth Dec 1 Guillaume & Sons, Bournemouth 

Hartuna, Faeperick Morais, Seaford, Sussex, Insurance Broker Dec 4 Biddle & Co, 
Aldermanbury 

Hitt, Avice Mary, Studley, Warwick Dec 25 Innes, Manchester 

Howtmes, Epwarp Car.eton, Arundel, Solicitor Dec 6 Carleton & Co, Bedford row 

Horysy, Tuomas Grorce WALTER, Stretford, Lancs Dec2l1 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Hower, James Warren Aucustine, Bishopsteignton, Devon, Brewer’s Traveller Dec 
10 Winterbo tham, Royal Courts of Justice, London 

Hunt, Cartes Ernest Brooke Brooke, Wellington ct, Knightsbridge Jan 1 Stanton 
& Hudson, Cannon ast 

ee Harrier Mary, Winchester Dec 11 Crawley & Co, Arlington st, 8t 

ames 

Jarvis, Wittiam, Whetstone, Leicester Decl Toller & Co, Leicester 

Jones, Witiiam Cuak_es, 8t Asaph, Denbigh Nov 30 Greenall & Co, Warrington 

Lewis, Henry Epwarp, Leyton, Essex Dee 15 Donahoo, St Swithin’s In 

Losopéy, Haragiet, Dronfield, Derby Dec 24 Lucas & Padley, Sheffield 

Megps, James Ernest Evpnicx, Hove, Tubacconist Dec 12 Maynard & Smith, 
Brighton 

Nasu, Exizanets Goon, Bootle, Lancs Dec16 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 

O’Fiynx, Micnart, Bradford, Builder Nov 22 Westwood & Howe, Bradford 

Pye, Any, Hambleton, Lancs Dec15 Clarke & Son, Preston 

Ramspen, JoserH, Liversedge, Yorks, Wheelwright Dec 8 
Heckmondwike 

Rep, Mary Teresa, Rusholme, Manchester Jan5 Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

Suvuxer, Isaac, Sheffield Dec 20 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 

Stoppey, Hexyry Tuomas, Worksop Dec6 Hodding & Co, Worksop 

SuitH, Cagpwett, Bradfora Nov 30 Gordon & Co, Bradford 

Situ, Louisa, Small Heath, Birmingham Dec31 Harper, Birmingham 

Srocktt, Eveayor, Streatham hill Decl Taylor & Capes, Doncaster 

Stocxit, Witu1am, Doncaster Dec 1 Taylor & Capes, Doncaster 

Tay.or, Jolixn Wittiam, sen, Loughborough, Bell Founder Dec 14 Moss & Taylor, 
Loughborough 

Warp-Asutoyx, Anne CiaBk, Goldhurst ter, 8 Hampstead Dec4 Watkins & Co, Sack- 
ville st, Piccadilly 

Warrr, Asranam, Holbeach Dec15 Willders & Son, Holbeach, Liacs 

Wi.tiiamson, Taomas, Eltham, Kent Dec14 Turner, Basinghall av 

Wituiamson, Lucy, Eltham, Kent Dec14 Turner, Basinghall av 

Wo rsoy, Henry, Bow st, Covent garden Jan1 Stanton & Hudson, Cannon st 

Wric.iey, Rozest, Lytham, Lancs Dec8 Whitworth, Manchester 


Iveson & Macaulay, 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fnipay, Nov. 12. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bar.ow, Harry, Heaton Park, Prestwich, Lancs, Furni- 
ture Remover Salford Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 9 


Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 


Queen's rd, Battersea, Pianoforte Manufacturers 


Eyyon, Jouy, Llandovery, 
Wandsworth Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 *C a 


{ Coteripcs, Tuomas, Bradwell on Sea, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet Aug18 Ord Nov 8 
Cottins, Josern, Kingston 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov8 OrJj Novs 
Cottiss, Litta Florence, and Amy WALLEy, Leeds Leeds 


Hourcuixson, Wituiam Henry, North Ormesby, Hairdresser 
Middlesbrough Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

upon Hull, Paint Mixer | Iney, Joun Tuomas, Ryhope Colliery, Durham, Drug Store 
Keeper Sunderland Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Jounsoy, Atrrep Cuarues, Longsight, Manchester, Draper 
Manchester Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


CreEcu, Sipyey Granam, Hanham, Glos, Horse Dealer | Jurr, Harotp Hotroyp, Stanstead Abbotts, nr Ware, 
Bristol Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

€ fi Cummives, Samuet J, Beer In. Provision Merchant High 

Barton, Cuaries Victor, and Joun Stepney BarBeER, Court Pet May 25 Ord Nov9 

Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 

tualler Carmarthen Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov8 


Herts. Clerk Hertford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Kyicuts, Benvamin, South Shields, Tailor Newcastle on 
Lyne Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Lawrence, Epwarp, Wolverhampton Wolverhampton Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Nov8 


Berxovsky, Barnett, King Edward rd, Hackney, Mantle | Farquuar, Frank Haroxtp, Urmston, Lancs, Bookseller | Leeman, InkeRman WILLIAM, Cartergate, Great Grimsby 


Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct19 Ord Nov9 Manchester Pet Nov 9 


Ord Nov 9 


Great Grimsby Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


Boorn, Wituiam, Chester, Iron Founder Chester Pet | Gotpyer, Maurice, Ryeln, Peckham, Tailor High Court | McLaren, Jony, and Davip McLaren, Kendal, West- 


Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 


Baicas, Jonn Witiiam, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Butcher | Goopwiy, Epwarp, Blaenclydach, Glam, Pulleyman Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Grauam, Harry, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Plamber Hud- | Orraway, Henry “W1.1am, Tring, Herts, Grocer 

dersfield Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


BHawtey Harry, Worthing, Painter Brighton Pet Nov9 | Parmer, Evizasera, Wellington, Salop, Fish Merchant 


Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Broviz, James. Selwood ter, Onslow gdns, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 13 Ora Nov9 
Buiiimore, Joun Witttam, Carlton, Notts, Butcher | 
Nottingham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Burcs, THomas Wiuuiam, Prestwich, Lancs, Chemist 
Salford Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 9 
CuaAnpier, Cnaritges WiLtiaM, Barking rd, Canning Town, 


Ord Nov 9 


Pet Nov 8 O1d Nov8 


msed Victualler’s Manager High Court Pet Nov 9 | Howartn, Joun, Sheffield, General Dealer Sheffield Pet | Sanps, Caak.es, Lincoln, Farmer 
i 


Ord Noy 9 | Novs Ord Nov8 


morland. Bakers Kendal Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Marspex, James Henry, Lytham, Lancs, Yara Salesman 
Preston Pet Oct2t Ord Nov 5 
Ayles- 
bury Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


Shrewsbury Pet Novl0 ‘Ord Nov 10 


Haynes, Eowin Jony, Boston, Lincs,Greengrocer Boston | Partripcz, Littax, Nottingham, Milliner Derby Pet 


Oct 29 Ord Noy 10 
Lincoln Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 8 
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Epwarp, and Argtaur Hersert aie, 
North- 


General 


ScRoxToxr, 
Rushden, Northampton, Removal Contractors 
ampton Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Suits, Joun Wasaris, Caldmore, Walsall, 
Dealer Walsall Pet Nov5 Ord Nov6 

Sracey, Smira Wi.tiiAmM, Ramsey, Hunts, Potato Mer- 
chant Peterborough Pet Nov 10 Ord Noy 10 

Tissets, Joun, Walsall, Estate Agent Walsall Pet Oct 1 

Nov4 

Taizs, ALrarp, Curzon rd, Muswell Hill, Manufacturers’ 
Agent Edmonton Pet Sept8 Ord Nov 8 

Truscott, Simon, St Austzll, Cornwall, Merchant 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 8 

Wacker, Argtuur, Bradford, Tool Dealer Bradfod Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Wiverry, Joun Tucker, New Bond st, Milliner High 
Court Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov ll 

Waicart, Cuagzes, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Waieut, Jonas Rezix, Norwich, Norwich 
Pet Nov 8 Ord Novs 


FIRST MEETINGS 


Baru, Samugrt Rouianp Camptina, Lowestoft Nov 20 
at 12.30 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
Bennett, FRank, Handsworth , Coach Builder 


Coal Dealer 


Nov 24 at 


11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham | 


Begkovsky, Barsett, King Edward rd, Hackney, Mantle 


Manufacturer Nov 23 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 
Bewsay, Wittiam Henry, Holmrook, Cumberland, 


Nurseryman Nov 23 at 11 

Bropiz, James, Selwood ter, Ouslow gdns, Commission 
Agent Nov 22at 11 Bankruptcy blags,Uarey st 

Cuanpier, Oxanies WILiiam, Barking rd, Ca ning Town, 
Licensed Victualler’s Manager Nov 22 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Couns, Lita Frorexce, and Amy Wa ttey, Leeds 
22at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Cots, Puiuir, Derby Nov 20 at 12 
st, Derby 

Cow.inG, Frank Jouy, Loughborough, Grocer’s Manager 
Nov 22 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Dureant, GeorGe Sarissury, Little Dunham, } Norfolk, 
Baker Nov 20at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Eynon, Jonn, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 20 at 12.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Forp, Curaupk Earnest, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant 
Nov 24 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 
Dewsbury 

Gisson, Martitpa, Wigan, Builder Off Rec 

Noy 


35, Victoria at, Liverpool 
23 at 12 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Tatf st, Ponty- 


Off Rec, 47, Full 


Nov 23 at 12 


Goopwin, Epwarp, Blaenclydach, Glam, Pulleyman 


pridd 
Grauam, Hucu, James Granam, and Jouws WIitraM 
GraHam, Beechburn, Durham, Miners Nov 23 at 2 


Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Haynes, Eowix Jouy, Boston, Lines, Greengrocer Novy 23 
at3 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Hewson, Everett Hespen, Kingston upon Hull, Commer- 
cial Traveller Nov 20at11 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Hurcuinson, Wittram Henry, North Ormesby, Hair- 
dresser Nov 24 at 3 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Jones, Davip Evans Criccieth, Carnarvon, Grocer Nov 23 
at 12.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Jones, Henry Bowey, Brynmawr, Brecon, Builder 
a 23 at 11 Off Rec, 114, Cummercial st, Newport, 

on 

Joyce, Witu1amM Georeg, Shanklin, I of W, Oil and 
Colourman Nov 20 at 3.15 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, 
Newport, I of W 

Kyicuts, Bensamin, South Shields, Tailor Nov 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Leman, Inkerman Wi114M, Carter Gate, Gt Grimsby Nov 


20 at ii Off Re, St Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 
Mepcaty, Cuar_es © Epwarp, Birmingham, Hydraulic 
Engineer Nov 24at12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 


tion st, Birmingham 

Oxrorp, Mark, Burton on Trent Nov 20 at 11 
47, Fall st, Derby 

Reev, Water Tom, Moston, Lancs 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Roserts, Davip, Mardy, Glam, Boot Merchant Nov 23 
atil1l Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Ponty- 
peidd 


Off Ree, 


Nov 20 at 11 Off 


Truro | 


| Vickers, James, Hyde, Chester, Grocer 


| Wricut, Jonas Rezin, Norwich, Coal Dealer 
1 


Court house, Whitehaven | 


Nov 


| | Roserrs, Epwarp Tuomas Davigsand LLtewetyy Roserts | 


Pelibeli, Carnarvon, Corn Merchants Novy 23 at 12 | 


Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

SoroxTon, + DWARD, and Argtuur Hersert Soroxtoy, 
Rushden, Northampton, Removal Contractors Nov 2 
at 11 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Secker, Stan.iey, Littlepo:t, Cambridge, Grocer Nov 22 
at 2.30 Bunkruptcy biags, Carey st 

Smitn, Epwin Samugc Romitiy, Louisville rd, Balham, 
Insurance Manager Nov 22at 12.30 132, York 1d, 
Westminster Bridge 

Srarkey, Tsomas Hgeeert, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Nov 23 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Sykes, ALEXANDER, Staincliff, Dewsbury. 
Maker Nov 28at11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corpor- 
ation st, Dewsbury 

Tickie, Wittiam, Rugby Nov 22 at 3 Off Rec, Coven- 
try 

cama Wituram Avsert, 
surance Manager Novy 22 at 12 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge 

Nov 20 at 11.30 

Otf Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Wipaery, Joux Tucker, New Bond st, Milliner Nov 22 
at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| 
| 


| Iuey, Joun Tuomas, Ryhope on. Durham, Confectioner 
Sunderland Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Jounsos, ALFRED CHABLES, amie. ~~; end 
Draper Manchester Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 1 

Jupp, Haxoup Hoiroyp, Stanstead Abbots, bn Ware, 
Herts, Clerk Hertford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Kavumann, ABRAHAM Heyman, Wool Exchange, Coleman 
st High Court PetAug30 Urd Nov9 


| Kerr, WaLTer WILLIAM, Sidcup, Stockbroker Rochester 


Washing Machine | 


Louisville rd, Balham, In- | 


| Scroxtox, Epwarp, and Artruur Herserr 


Witsoy, Taomas, Seaton, nr Workington, Grocer Nov “22 


at 2.30 Court house, Cockermouth 


ig Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 9: 


Pioron, Ricnarp, Abergwynfl, Glam, Road Labourer 
Nov 20at1l Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Many st, 
Swansea 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barpens, Taomas Faeperic, Old st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 10 

Bartox, CuarLes Vicror, and Joan Srapsen Barser, 
Queen’s rd, Battersea, Pian forte Manufacturers 
Wandsworth Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Boorn, Wii.i1am, Hoole, Chester, lron Founder Chester 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Briacs, Jouw Wi.uiam, Great Driffield, Yorks, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Bucumork, Joun Witwtam, Carlton, Notts, 
Nottingham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

CuaNnpDugr, Cuartes Wivt1aM, Barking rd, Canning Town, 
Licensed Victualler’s Manager High Court Pet Nov 9 
O.id Nov 9 

Cotiys, Josera, Kingston upon Hull, Paint Mixer Kioga- 
ton upon Hull Pet Novs Ord Nov8 

Cotuins, Litta Frorence, and Amy Watery, Leeds Leeds 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Cerrcu, Sipney Granam, Hanham, Glos, Horse Dealer 
Bristol Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


Butcher 


Davipson, Jony, Lopgtown, Cumberland, Carter Carlisle 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov9 
D'Oyty, Emity, Fishponde, Timber Merchant 


Bristol, 

bristol Pet Novi Ord Nov9 

Eyyoy, Joun, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov8 

Farrsy, Hexsert Avcustus, Acris st, Wandsworth 
Accountant Wandsworth Pet Oct13 Ord Nov8 

Farquuar, Frank Haroip, Urmston, Lancs, Bookseller 
Manchester Pet Nov9 O:d Nov9 

Gopparp, Dovetas Hooxgr, Leicester Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Nov 10 

Go.pner, Maurice, Rye ln, Peckham, Tailor High Court 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Goopwis, Epwarp, Blaenclydach, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

HANLEY 7 Worthing, Painter Brighton Pet Nov 9 

ov9 


Harpy, Henry Harmer Cerior, Bath Club, Dover st, 
Piccadilly High Court Pet June 19 Ord Nov 6 
Harvey, Jonn Waker, Low Fall, Gateshead Newcastle 

onTyne PetOct15 Ord Nov 9 


Leicester 


Hayyes, Eowix Joun, Boston, Lincs, Greengrocer Boston | 
8 


Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 

HowaktH, Joun, Sheffield, General Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Nov 8 Ord Novs 

Hurcatxson, Witraram Henry, North Ormesby, Hair- 
dresser Middlesbrough Pet Mev: 10 Ord Novi 10 


Nov 20 at | 


| Boucuton, Saran, Aylesbury, Grocer Aylesbury 


Pulleyman 


Pet July 20 Ord Nov9 

Key, Hart, = oe Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet 
Sept 22 Ord Nov9 

Kyicuts, Bexsamin, 8 Shields, Tailor Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov9 

Lanecron, Water, Hayes, Builder Wiodsor Pet Nov 5 
O:d Nov 9 

Leman, Inxerman Wi uiay, Cartergate, Gt Grimsby, Cap- 
tain ofa Steam Fishing Vessel Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 
9 Ord Nov9 

McLazen, Jouy, and Davip McLaren, Kendal, Westmor- 
land, Bakers Kendal Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Rensuaw, Witiiam Rosert, Stafford, Engineer Hanley 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov9 

Ritry, Nicuovas, Small Heath, Birmingham, Coal Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 10 

Scroxtoyn, 

Rashden, Northampton, Removal Contractors North- 
ampton Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Suita, Evwix Samvrt Romitty, Louisville rd, Balham, 
Insurance Manager Wandsworth Pet Nov 6 Ord 
Nov 10 

Situ, Joun:\Waarnrty, Coldmore, Walsall, General Dealer 
Waleall Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Stacey, SaitH Wittiam, Ramsey, Hunts, Potato Merchant 
Pete rborough Pet Nov 10 O:d Nov 10 

Tissitts, Joun, Walsall, Estate Agent Walsall Pet Oct 


1 Ord Nov9 : 

Tratuen, Wituiam Atvpert, Louisville rd, Balham 
Insurance Manager Wandsworth Pet Nov 6 Ord 
Nov 9 


Waker, Arruur, Bradford, Tool Dealer Bradford Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Wericat, Caries, Luton, Straw Hat 
Luton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Waiaut, Jonas Reziy, Norwich, 
Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov8 


Manufacturer 


Coal Dealer Norwich 


London Gazette,—Turspay, Nov, 16, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bett, Joun Tempercey, Benwell, Newcastle on Tyne, Drug 
Stores Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov lL 
Ord Nov 11 

Boater, Bernarp, East Dulwich 
Accountant High Court Pet Aug 7 


rd, Fast 7 

Ord Nov 

A Nov 
ll Ord Nov lt 

Bucxrxauam, Caances, Oakford, Devonshire, Wheelwright 
Exeter Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Buckinecsam, Tmerrea Hevena, Oakford, 
Grocer Exetr Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Carggy, Wituiam Aagtaur, and James Lawaenxce Faenca, 
Bexhill, Ironmonger Hastings Pet Nov 12 Ord Noy 12 

Cuatiten, Cuaries, Heyshot, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
Pet Nov is Ord Nov 13 

Deakin, Esnest Jonn Apert, Birmingham, Furniture 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Eppon, WiLt1am, Ashtord, Kent, Tobacconist Canterbury 
Pet Novi1l Ord Nov 1l 

Erskine, Wittiam ALexasper Eanest, Challoner mans, 
Kensington, Music Hall Entertainer High Court Pet 
Nov13 Ord Nov 138 

Evans, Joun Kicuarp, 5 ate Fiiat, Farmer Chester 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov li 

Fisuer, Jonny, Bilston, Staffs, Baker Wolverhampton }Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

FumaGa.ui, ALreevo Isapora Camo, Wilton rd, Pimlico, 
ee Keeper High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord 
Nov 


Devon, 


| Garpner, Frances, Higher Broughton, Salford, Woollen 


Goods Merchant Manchester Pet Novy 13 Ord Nov 13 
Giex, James, Burghley rd, Kentish Town, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov13 Ord Nov13 
Govu.p, James, Christchurch, Hants, Dealer in Fancy 
Goods Poole Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 
Greeyx, Witviam Josers, Parson Drove, ay ne Cam- 
bridge Greenwich Pet Noy 12 Ord ev 8 





HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, 


FUND. LIMITED. 


ESTA BLISHED iN 1890. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 


MOoOORGATE STHRIADT, LONDon, 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 appeais to 
direction a supervision of the Corporation. 


Quarter sessions have 


been conducted under the 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be 


on application. 


sent 
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Geeaory, WitiiAm Joun, Bradford, Harrogate, 
Machine Repairer Bradford Pet Nov 11 

Gairviras, WittiamM Henry. Earlestown, Lancs 
ton PetNov13 Ord Nov 13 

Grosswan, N, Carew rd, South Tottenham, Draper High 
Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 12 

Guest, Tom, Tickhill, Yorks, Confectioner 
Novili Ord Noy il 

Hortroyx, Watrer, Gt 
Grimsby Pet Nov 13 

Huaues, Wassan Henry, Mold, Flint, 
Chester Pet Novy 11 Ord Nov 11 

Humrareys, Groncge Atraep, Richmond, Cab Proprietor 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 10 

Hype, Hanotp, Colne, Lancs, Printer Burnley Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

Jones, Tuomas Rozert, Kenfig Hill, Glam, Collier 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Noy 12 

Lioyp, Tuomas Howe tt, Fishguard, Pembroke, Wheel- 
wright Pembroke Dock Pet Novi12 Ord Nov 12 

Marquis, Ricuarv, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Novy 11 
Ord Novy 11 

Mason, Moraan, Felinfach, Ystalyfera, Glam, 
Neath Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Mivpon, Samurt Hersert, Cardiff, 
Novl0 Ord Noy 10 

Rickaaps, Cuara, Likley, 
Nov lL 

Rospinson Carter & Co, Bradford, 
ford Pet Oct22 Ord Novy it 

Suackietoy, Joan, Sutton Mill, nr 
Bradford Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Suaw, James Henry, Lower Rockliffe, Bacup, Lanes, Rail 
way Goods Guard Rochdale Pet Nov12 Ord Noy 12 

Suorsgock, M P, Caxton House, Westminster, Director of 
Public Companies High Court Pet Aug 31 
Oct 5 

Samira, Josern, Woodstock 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Tennant, Heasert, Likley, Boot Dealer 
ll Ord Nov 11 

Townsexp, Freverick, Gunnislake, 
Plymouth Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Veatx, Frepericx, Plymouth, Grocer 
Nov 2 Ord Nov 12 

Vituiers, Toomas Lioyp, Milk st, 
Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov IL 

Watuis, Harry Wittiam, Cambridge, 
bridge Pet Nov13 Ord Noy 13 

Waits, Caarves Harocp, Darlington, Cycle Dealer Stock 
ton on Tees Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 

Wizert, N, Alverstone rd, Manor Park, Essex, Baker 
High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Noy 11 

Wituiry, Tuomas Hevay, Exeter, House Decorator 
Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 12 

Wvter, Isipore, Blomfield House, 
High Court Pet June 9 


Wrioging 
Ord Nov 11 
Warring- 


Sheffield Pet 


Grimsby, 
Ord Nov 1 


eae Agent Gt 


Houge Decorator 


Cardiff 


Labourer 


Builder Cardiff Pet 


Yorks Leeds Pet Nov1l Ord 


Wool Merchants Brad- 


Keighley, Yorks 


, Oxford, Grocer Oxford Pet 


Leeds Pet Nov 
Cornwall, Baker 
Pet 


High 


Piymouth 
Silk Merchant 


Auctioneer Cam- 


Exeter 


London wall, Merchant 
Ord Oct 20 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Wooptey, Henry, Black Torrington, Devon, Miller 
staple Ree Ord Augi12 Rese Nov 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Appison, Josrru, Eddisford Farm, Mitton, Yorks, Farmer 
Nov 25 at 2.15 Station Hotel, Clitheroe 
Bartow, Hanay, Heaton Park, Prestwich, Lancs, 
ture Remover Nov 24 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
chester 

Barros, Cuarvrs Vic ei and Joun Srernen Banver, 
Btanley st, Queen’s rd, Be _ rsea, Pianoforte Manu- 
facturens Noy 24 at 11.39 
Bridge 


Barn- 


Farni- 
Byrom st, Man- 


Brit, 
Stores Proprietor Novy 24at11 Off Rec, 
Newcastle un Tyne 

Bett, Warten Wivviam, Derby, I 
24at12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Boauer, Beanarp, East Dulwich rd, KE Dulwich, 
and Nov 26at1z Bankruptcy b!dzs, 

Bootn, Wit11am, Hoole, Chester, 
at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Cheeter 

Briaas, Joaw Wituiam, Gt Driffield, Yorke, Butcher Noy 
25 at 11.45 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Hull 

Bucuimore, Jonn Wiiiram, Carlton, Notts, Butcher Nov 
2at1l Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Carey, Witui1aM Artuur, and James Lawrence Frencu 
Bexhill, Lronmoagers Nov 26 at 12 Off Rec, Bank- 
ruptecy bldge, Uarey st 

Carter, James, Bradford, Wool Merchant Noy 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Co.enivres, Tuomas, Bradwell on Sea, Essex, Farmer 
lat 2 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

Cottins, Josern, Kingston upon Hull, Paint Mixer 
25 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Hull 

Coutuins, Wittiam Atexanper, Westbury on Trym, 
Plumber Nov %4at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


30, Mosley st, 
jicensed Victualler Noy 


Account: 
Carey st 


25 at 11 


Dec 


Lowgate, 


Coorgk, Samus. Gairrix, Hartlebury, Worcester, Farmer | 


Nov 24 at 2.15 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Creecu, Sipxvey Gravnam, Hanham, Glos, Horse Dealer 
Nov 24 at 12.15 Olf Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Cummi,@s, Samui, J, Beer ln, Provision Merchant 
atl2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Giss, Joun Georoe, Kennett Cambridge, Architect 
24 at 2.30 White Hart Hotel, Newmarket 

Go.pyer, Mavuriocr, Rye In, Peckham, Tailor 
ll Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Goutp, James, Christchurch, Hants, Dealer in Fancy Goods 
Nov 25 at 12 Off Rec, Midiacd Bauk chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

Granam, Harry, Lockwood, 
26 at 2.15 Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society’s 
Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Green, WitiiamM Joseru, Parson Drive, 
bridge Novy 25 at 11.30 132, 
Bridge 


Noy 25 
Noy 


Nov 26 at 


York rd, Westminster 


Greaory, 


Ord | 


, York rd, Westminster 


| Buckineuam, 
Joun Temrercey, Benwell, Newcastle on Tyne, Drug ee t 





| CHALLEN, CHARLES, 


Iron Founder Novy 25 | 


| Epwakps, 


Nov | 
| GLEN, 


| GREGORY, 


Huddersfieid, Plumber Noy | 


| HUMPHREYS, GEORGE ALFRED, 
Wisbech, Cam- | 


Wituram Jony, Harrogate, Wringer Machine 
Repairer Nov 24at3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Grossman, N, Carew rd, South Tottenham, Draper Novy 24 
ati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hfan.ey, Harry, Worthing, Painter Nov 25 at 10.39 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Hearncore, Francis, and Joun Heatucoreg, Rhyl, Flint, 
Farmers Nov 25 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 

Hockey, Wititam James, and Hersert James Hockey, 
Yatton, Somerset, Market Gardeners Nov 24 at 11.45 
Off Ree, ‘ 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Humpureys, Grorar ALFRED, Richmond, Cab Proprietor 
Nov 24at12 132, York rd, Westminster bridge 

Ikey, Joun Tuomas, Ryhope Colliery, Durham, Drug Store 
- e Nov 24 at 3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 
an 

Jounson, Atrraep Cuarces, Longsight, Manchester, Draper 
Nov 24at3 Off Rec, Byromst, Manchester 

Jones, Samug. Baipawarter, Walsall, Grocer Nov 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Jones, Stanitey Oscar, Bristol Nov 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Kemp, Victor Lewis, Pershore, Worcester, Baker 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

McLarex, Tom Powsrtt, Coleford, Glos, Outfitter Nov 24 
at 11.30 Off Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Mason, Morcay, Felinfach, Ystalyfera, Glam, Labourer 
Nov 24 at ii Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary st, 
Swansea 

Owen, James Grorae, Collington, nr Bromyard, Hereford, 
Farmer Nov 24 at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenh gen st, 
Worcester 

Patwer, Evizanretu, Wellington, Salop, Fruit Merchant 
Dec7 at 10.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

tick Arps, Ciara, Iikley, Yorks Nov24at123) Olf Rec, 
24, Bond st, Leeds 

Sanps, Cuarues, Lincoln, Farmer Nov 25 at 12.45 
tec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Suackteton, Joun, Sutton Mill, nr Keighley, 
25 at 3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradfor 

Situ, Joun Warren, Caldmore, Walsall, General Dealer 
Nov 25 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Tennant, Hexsert, Ilkley, Yorke, Boot Dealer Nov 24 at 
12 Off Rec, 24. Bond st, Leeds 

Tissetts, Joun, Walsall, Estate Agent Nov 26 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Vitirers, Tuomas Lioyp, Milk st, Silk Merchant Nov 25 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Watker, Artuur, Bradford, Tool Dealer 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Waite, Cuartes Hanoi, Darlington, Cycle Dealer Nov 
25 at Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
broug 

Wippup, Jessr, and James Wippvur, Brierfleld, Lancs, 
Cotton Manufacturers Nov 26 at 10.15 County Court 
house, Bankhouse st, Burnley 

Wi skErt, N, Alverstone rd, Manor Park, Essex, Baker 
Nov 2ati1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wvcter, Isiporr, Blomfie gg Aen London wall, Merchant 
Nov 24 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bartow, Harry, Heaton Park, Prestwich, Lancs, Furnitu:e 
Remover Salford Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 12 

Bevt, Jonny Temessver, Benwell, Newcastle on Tyne, Drug 
Stores Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov li 
Ord Nov 11 

juuaHTON, Saran, Aylesbury, Buckingham, 
Aylesbury Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

Buckixesam, Cuaries, Oakford, Devon, 
Exeter Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Tueresa Hevena, Oakford, Devon, Grocer 

Exeter Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Burcw, THomas WIiiram, Pres.wich, 
Salford Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 12 

Carrer, James, Bradford, Wool Merchant Bradford Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Nov 12 

Heyshott, Sussex, 

Ord Noy 13 

Joun Apert, Birmingham, Furniture 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Novi}2 Ord Nov 12 

Eartuay, Samuev, Long acre, Coach Builder's Manager 
High Court Pet Aug 25 Ord Nov 13 

Eppox, Wiiuiam, Ashford, Kent, Tobacconist 
Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

A E, Hainault rd. Leytonstone, 
High Court Pat Oct 14 Ord Nov 12 

Evans, Joun Ricuarp, Ysceifiog, Flint, Farmer Chester 
Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 

Fisuer, Joun, Bilston, Staffs, 
Pet Noy12 Ord Noy 12 


Nov 24 


Of 


Yorks 


Nov 24 at 11 


Grocer 


Wheelwright 


Lancs, Chemist 


Pemate Brighton 
Pet Nov 13 
DEAKIN, ERNEST 


Canterbury 


Greengrocer 


Baker Wolverhampton 


Fuma@atur, Atrrepo Isaporo Camitto, Wilton rd, Pim- 
} 
| 


lico, Restaurant Keeper High 

Noy 13 

James, Burghley rd, Kentish Town, 

High Court Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 1 

James, Christchurch, Hants, Dealer 

Poole Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Garex, WitiiAm Josgeru, Parson Drove, Wisbech, Cam 
bridge Greenwich Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

WILLIAM JOHN, Harrogate, Wringing Machine 
Repairer Bradford Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM HENRY, Earlestown, Lancs Warring- 
ton Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

GurstT, Tom, Tickhill, Yorks, Confectioner Sheffield 
Novil Ord Nov 11 

HORTON, WALTER, Great Grimsby, Insurance 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov 13 Oid Nov 13 

HUGHES, WILLIAM HENRY, Mold, Flint, House Decorator 
Chester Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 13 

Richmond, Cab Proprieto™ 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Uct 28 Ord Nov 15 

Hyper, Harotp, Colne, Lancs, Printer Burnley Pet Nov 
10 Ord Noy 10 


Court Pet Nov 13 Ord 


pee 
Dealer 


GouLp, 


in Fancy 
Goods 


Pot 


Agent 


Nov | 





THE ROYAL NORMAL COLLEGE 


»eand.. 


ACADEMY OF MUSIC for the BLIND, 
Upper Norwood, $.8. 


Patrons: Their Most Gracious Majesties 
THE KING AND QUEEN. 











OBJECT :—So to educate the Blind as to pre- 
pare them for self-maintenance. 


RESULTS :—80 to 90 per cent. of those com- 
pleting their course of training 
go out into the world and become 
successful, self-supporting men 
and women. 


NEEDS:—Funds needed to meet current 
expenses, and to pay off a mort- 
gage of £15,000. 


SOLICITS: —Subscriptions, Donations, and 
TESTAMENTARY BEQU ESTS. 


CONTRIBUTIONS :—May be sent to the Right 
Hon. LORD STALBRIDGE, Hon. 
Treasurer, at the College ; or the 
Bankers—Messrs. BARCLAY & Co., 
1, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 





F TO LOVERS OF LITTLE CHILDREN. 7 


we PLEAD FOR 
200 NEW ANNUAL SUBSCRIBERS 
of 1Cs. 6d, or 21s, for the work of the 


HOMES FOR LITTLE BOYS, 


Farningham and Swaniey, Kent. 


Will you help us in this grand work of 
TRAINING THE NATION’S 
FUTURE MANHOOD? 


EDMUND 8. HANBURY, Esq., Treasurer. 
J. DIx LEWis, Esq., J P., Chairman, 
PERCY ROBEK'S, secretary. 
OFFICES— 
100, Temple Chambers, Temple Avenue, E.C. 














Jones, Taomas Rosert, Kenfig Hill, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Kanan, Max, Greenfield st, Commercial rd, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 13 

Lioyp, THomas Howe t, Fishguard, Pembroke, Wheel- 
wright Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 12 Ord Noy 12 

Marquis, Ricaagp, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov ll 

Masow, Moraan, Felinfach, Ystalyfera, Glam, Labourer 
Neath and Aberavon Pet Novi Ord Nov ll . 

MEEHAN, ABEY, Norfolk st, Strand, Journalist High Court 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 13 

MILDON, SAMUEL HkRBERT, Cardiff, Builder 
Novl0 Ord Nov 10 

OTTAWAY, HENRY WILLIAM, Tring, Herts, Grocer 
bury Pet Nov9 Ord Noy 13 

PALMER, ELIZABETH, Wellington, Salop, Fish Merchant 
Shiewsbury Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 13 

PARTRIDGE, LILIAN, Nottiogham, Milliner 
Oct 29 Ord Nov 13 

PICKERING, WILLIAM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Stationer 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 12 

RICKARDS, CLARA, Ilkley Leeds Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 
il 

SHACKLETON, JOHN, Sutton Mil!, nr Keighley, Yorks 
Bradford Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

SHAW, J4ME3 HENRY, Lower Rockliffe, Bacup, 
Railway Goods Guard Rochdale Pet Noy 12 
Nov 12 

SMITH, DOUGLAS EDWIN, Piccadilly, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Sept 10 Ord Nov lu 

TENNANT, HERBERT, Ilkley, Leeds 
1L Ord Nov il 

TOWNSEND, FREDERICK, Gunnislake, 
Plymouth Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

TRUSCOTT, SIMON, St Austell, Cornwall, 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 12 

VINCENT, NORMAN HILL, Walthamstow, Essex, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord 
Nov 12 - ? 

WALLIS, HARRY WILLIAM, Cambridge, Auctioneer 
bridge Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

WHITE, CHARLES HAROLD, Darlington, Cycle Dealer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov1l Ord Nov il 

WILLEY, THOMAS HENRY, Exeter, House 
ixeter Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 
WHITTAKER, Joan, Wilpshire, Lancs, Cotton Spinner 
and Manufacturer Blackburn Adjud Dec 1, 1908 
Annul Szpt 6, 1909 
COLLINGE, JOSEPH, Southport, Plumber Liverpool Adjud 
Aug 29, 1894 Annul Nov 12, 1909 


Cardiff Pet 
Ayles- 
Derby 


Pet 


Lancs, 
crd 


Pet Nov 
Baker 


Boot Dealer 
Cornwall, 


Merchant Truro 


Cam- 


Decorator 














